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UNITY AND DIVERSITY IN THE DIALECTS OF SALAJ

Keywords: Salaj dialects, linguistic aspects, etymological perspective, semantics, anthroponymy,
dialectal inquiry.

The present doctoral thesis, entitled Unity and diversity in the dialects of Salaj, highlights,
on the one hand, the specific features of Silaj and, on the other hand, the differentiating unitary and
diverse aspects of Salaj dialects formed on the courses of the main rivers and on the valleys.

For a complete analysis, the proposed subject was approached from several directions. First,
it was necessary to consult scientific sources of different nature: 1. linguistic atlases and treatises on
dialectology; 2. dialectal monographs; 3. studies on Salaj, focusing on geographical, historical,
cultural, ethnographic and linguistic aspects (toponymy and anthroponymy from Salaj); 4. articles
about local dialects; 5. popular literary texts, local carols, incantations etc.

The field surveys were carried out in 14 localities (2 on each river: Crasna, Barcau, Somes,
Almas, Agrij and 2 on the Sélaj and Zalau valleys), and the dialectal one benefited from the
contribution of 25 informants. The discussions with informants (having different degrees of training
— most of them 4-8 grades and from different age groups) facilitated the drawing of relevant
conclusions about spoken dialects in those regions. They were conducted on topics related to
customs, holidays, gastronomy, popular beliefs, agricultural work etc.

Conceived as a monographic study, the present paper follows a judicious plan, being
structured in several chapters, following the model of the classical monographs, but also bringing
some elements of modernity.

This research opens with a list of Emblems and Abbreviations, followed by the List of
surveyed localities and informants, the Map of surveyed localities, and the Transcription of texts
where the signs used in the phonetic transcription of texts are rendered. We believe that this
information and explanations are necessary to understand the approach taken.

In the first section of the thesis, Introduction, we outlined some points related to: the
motivation to choose the subject, the research methodology, indicating the type of approach
practised, the sources we used and the directions in which the research was conducted, the corpus of

the paper.



For a start, it was considered important to review the etymology of the name of the area in
question, which is quite difficult to establish, in the chapter The Etymology of the name "'Séilaj" .

Even if the specialists (linguists and historians) did not choose to attribute the same origin to
the name of the region in question, there are still three directions that explain the genesis of the
etymology: “from the Hungarian szilagy ‘elm’, the derivative of szil ‘elm’ + suffix -gy or agy.
Salageni, Hungarian Szelezsany from Arad, and Salageni from Botosani and Falciu, are interesting
evidence for the directions of the spread of the Romanians from Salagiu” (Draganu 1933: 418).

Embracing the same idea, lorgu lordan (1963: 104) explains the etymology of his own name
Salaj also by the Hungarian Szilagy, composed of szil (elm) + -agy (riverbed), meaning the Elm
Valley.

In the pages of the volume Toponymic Treasure of Romania: Transylvania (TTRT). Salaj
County, we find out that the toponym Saldj, with the previous name Saldju, means ‘big depression’,
because it is located "next to the Salaj Valley". Another meaning is "big valley, it comes from Zalau,
from Meses, it flows into Somes" or "depression, the water walks on it, it is flat, it is a valley". In
addition, related to the etymology of the name, it is based on the same Hungarian toponym “Szilagy
(> Salagiu) < szil ‘elm’ + suf. -a4gy” (Draganu, Rom., 418; cf. and lordan, Top., 104., apud TTRT.
Salaj, S.v.).

In his vision (Chende-Roman 2008: 32-33), Zalau (Ziloc) and Salaj (Zilag), are heading
towards the same radical: zil- (sil-), although there are three possible radicals: 1. it could be
extracted from the word zilai, ‘black, red wine’, from the Dacian language; 2. from the Latin term,
silva, with the radical — sil; 3. “obtained from the Hungarian appellation szil ‘elm’ (sz being
pronounced s), the Hungarian radical identical, from a phonetic point of view, with the one of Latin
origin” (Chende-Roman 2008: 33).

In the following part, for the spacial setting, we provided some geographic information in the
chapter entitled Geographical Landmarks. From a geographical point of view, the region in
question is in northwestern Romania and mostly overlaps the area between the Eastern Carpathians
and the Apuseni Mountains. It covers an area of 3864.38 km2 and borders four counties: Cluj — to
the south and southeast, Bihor — to the west, Satu Mare and Maramures — to the north. Compared to
the current Sélaj county, the former administrative-territorial unit had a different configuration. It
included a large part of today's counties: Satu Mare and Maramures.

Salaj is made up of mountains, hills, and depressions, being located on the rivers Somes,

Almas, Agrij, Crasna, Barcau and the valleys Sélaj and Zalau. The natural vegetation of the Silaj
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area includes various types of forests (a significant number of toponyms are based on the word
"silvanie < lat. silva meaning "forest": Simleu Silvaniei, Cehu Silvaniei, Sighetu Silvaniei, Sancraiu
Silvaniei" (Abrudan, Dar6czi 2007); meadows and agricultural land.

Being covered by extensive forests in both depression and submontane areas, the locals
called this region the Land of Silvania, and the configuration of the area in 1876 is the one that
would be the basis of Salaj County, also known as the historical Sdlaj.

In the chapter Historical Landmarks, we followed both archaeological discoveries (from the
Paleolithic, Neolithic, Bronze or early Iron Age) and direct or indirect contact with other peoples in
order to observe to what extent the regional lexicon was influenced.

The presence of the Dacians in the Silaj area is proven by the existence of the fortresses in
Moigrad, Simleu Silvaniei, Marca, Starciu, Tusa, by the Dacian settlements from Zalau, Panic,
Boghis, Sarmasag, Zalha, Doba, Petrindu, Muncel etc.; but also, through the castra: Romita,
Romanasi, Sutor, Brusturi, Buciumi, Jac, Tihau, Zaldau and, the most spectacular, Moigrad-
Porolissum.

There are fortresses and medieval castles that belonged to great noble families, in the
localities: Dragu, Jibou, Garbou, Simleu Silvaniei, etc.

The confrontation between the Romanian army led by Mihai Viteazul and Sigismund
Bathory, on August 3, 1601, took place in Guruslau, near Zalau, where a commemorative monument
was built.

Many toponyms from Salaj are also related to the name of the great voivode and to the
historical circumstances in which he was involved: Fantana cornilor from Bobota, Gorunul lui
Mihai present in Sighetul Silvaniei, Podul lui Mihai located in Zaldu and others.

The documents of the time witness an ample movement of the serfs from the localities on the
valleys of Almas and Agrij, in Gilgau, Garbou and Chendrea against the social and national
oppression, in February 1775.

It is worth mentioning the Revolt of 1784, led by Horea, Closca and Crisan, which also
passed through Salaj and which was joined by several people from Silaj (Petru Adam from Almas,
loan Romitan etc.). Among the historical personalities from Salaj, we mention: Grigorie Maior from
Sarauad, Simion Barnutiu from Bocsa, “the morning star of 1848 (Ardeleanu 2016: 15); loan
Vancea from Vasad; loan Alexi from Maladia, Gheorghe Pop from Basesti, Alecsandru Papiu

Ilarian from Bezded, Florian Marcus, George Filep, loan Maniu (nephew of Simion Barnugiu and



father of luliu Maniu), Andrei Cosma, Ioan Hendea, Gheorghe Simonca, Iuliu Maniu, Corneliu
Coposu etc.

In the chapter called Ethnographic Landmarks, we presented the clothing, household and
pursuits of the people of Salaj, the customs, traditions, popular beliefs, but also the zonal folklore.
The ethnography of the region is composed of two areas: a part in the south of the region (one third)
includes the Meses ethnographic area, and the other includes the Salaj ethnographic area.

Camelia Burghele (2015: 30-31) observes that, towards Cehu Silvaniei, there are several
localities that have, from an ethnographic point of view, a special profile; there are villages that are
part of the Codru area - a cultural space incorporated in the administrative territory of Satu Mare
county.

As for the clothing of the people of Sélaj, it differs from one area to another.

The morphology of the Silaj peasant household includes: the house, the poiata — barn
(grajd), sura (construction attached to the stable), the coop, costeiul (bin for the corn), the summer
house that serves to prepare culinary dishes in warm periods and the country house includes: the big
room at the front of the house, towards the road, tinda (a porch), towards the courtyard and / or the
front part which had a talpa I tarnat (prispa) which was replaced by the hall, and, in the back, there
is also a pantry.

In the category of habits, we can distinguish work habits: claca and haba or sezatoarea; the
habit of joining sheep aimed at measuring the milk (establishing the amount of milk that will
correspond to each household during the pastoral year); customs and traditions related to important
events in the human life: the wedding (marsul pa didic, the wedding cries from Salaj — ,,chiuituri”,
,»ptiuituri”, ,,iuituri”’) and death.

The wedding in Salaj has particularities depending on the area where it is organized. Thus, in
the area “De sub Codru”, it was said that “the young people got on the board”, “they got on the wire
rod (sarmad)”, after which for three consecutive Sundays the wedding was announced at the church”
(Borca 2010: 83); in the Somes area, there is a tradition meant to avoid prolonging the period of
"virginity"; and, on the Lozna Valley, before the wedding, the bride used to go to church
accompanied by the young people of the village. The boys would carry flags made of home-woven
towels and adorned with bows, and at the top there was a bouquet of basil, of sasau (myrtle) or other
flowers; in the wedding on Somes, the "giving of the hen" is offered together with the last dish; the

X442

party before the wedding is called “Siratdu” (Zalau Valley, Barcau River), “Tiperi” (Agrij River),

>~

“La cunund” (in the “Sub Meses” area); and, indispensable to the nuptial ceremony, is the flag,
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called "zaslau" (in the area "Sub Meses"); ,,Laslau” (Barcau River); respectively the "bride's rod"”
(Agrij River).

Regarding the customs related to the holidays, some differentiating aspects stand out as well.
For example, at Christmas and New Year, the groups of carolers walk with the star, the Magi, the
sorcova, the plow and the goat. In the villages located on the Barcau River, children up to the age of
15 go on the eve of the Epiphany or on New Year's Eve with the furaleisa (chiraleisa’), asking: "Do
you receive the turaleisa?" (Burghele 2015: 22-23). On the Epiphany, on the course of the Agrij
River, the following custom is known: to put in a canceu (large glass cup’) the basil sprinkled by the
priest at the Epiphany and to keep it all year round, so as to avoid mold and to protect the house
from harm. On Flower Sunday, by keeping the catkin in clean spaces (branches / willow flowers),
the house is protected from the “demonic” and “all diseases” and, along the Almas River, an
interesting and unique custom is to organize the traditional fair of girls on the third day of Easter.
For Sénziene (Midsummer Day), the people of Salaj make wreaths of yellow flowers called s&nziene
— ladys’s bedstraw (symbolizing the destiny of family members) and usually throw them over the
house or on the barn.

A diverse and authentic aspect is noticed on the course of the Almas River, where the
wreaths of bedsraws do not represent the family members but are made according to the number of
dead and unmarried girls in the house.

Also, within this part of the paper, we presented aspects related to the zonal folklore,
especially the musical folklore of Salaj, the popular dis-enchantments and the popular beliefs of
Silaj.

The chapter Linguistic aspects represents the most extensive part of the research and
illustrates the linguistic peculiarities, the phenomena encountered in dialects at all levels of the
language, the terminology analyzed from etymological and lexico-semantic perspective, the
influence of literary language on Salaj dialects and word formation.

lon Coteanu (1961: 98) states that the dialects of Silaj are part of the Crisean subdialect
along with the language spoken by the mountain people, and the ones living in the Apuseni
Mountains, the dialect in Criseni Oas. In addition, the dialects in Salaj are transitional dialects and
“occupy an intermediate position between the two distinct dialectal units in the Transcarpathian
area: the Crisean subdialect and the Maramures subdialect. Apart from phenomena common to the

two subdialects (phenomena occurring in many Transcarpathian dialects), the idioms in Salaj



present a series of phonetic features specific to either the Crisean or Maramures subdialect” (Marin
2017: 31).

In this section of the thesis, we aimed to illustrate, through the factual material, the main
linguistic features (unitary and differentiating aspects) of Salaj dialects formed on the main rivers
and valleys, noting some individual characteristics (phonetic, morphological and lexical), which
prove the existence of several speeches, not just one speech.

In addition, it is worth mentioning both the unitary characteristics of the languages in
question within the same area, and the common features they have in relation to the neighboring
idioms, with those located in the northwest, but also with the Romanian ones from Hungary.

In this chapter, we revealed, at the phonetic level (stress, vocal system, groups of sounds —
diphthongs, consonant system and general phonetic accidents), both the features common to all Salaj
dialects that are found in neighboring dialects, and the differentiating aspects of treated idioms.

Thus, the phonetic peculiarities common to the Salaj and the neighboring dialects refer to:
the vowel &, at the end of the word, as well as the suffix -ea from the verbs of the second
conjugation, becomes a very closed e: as¢ instead of asa; the unaccented vowel a4 turns into
unaccented i as in: camasa > chimege; the vowel a closes at 1: in minuge (Md@nusa) and in Mininca
(mandnca); the vowels e and o are pronounced: a: tot > tat, peste > pasta; the vowel &, in the initial
position, is pronounced i: a vedea > a videa; the vowel i, from the first syllable, passes to i: a zice >
a zice, a tine > a fine; the diphthong g¢a is monophthongized to a very closed o: poate > pdt'e; the
vowel u passes to 0: cusut > cosut; palatalization of the labials: snop?, sabd'ie, Are, mnica, d'iie,
ind'ie; bine; the African consonant ¢ becomes j: geam > jam and the rhotacization phenomenon is
present: farina, corinda, etc.

As distinct phenomena, in the dialect of Salaj, in the local sub-dialects of Nadis and Cheud;
but also in the speech from the Zaliu Valley, the vowel & goes to & ddcd > ddca. Another phonetic
aspect concerns the transition of a to 0 as in: ,,masind de carne” > ,,mosind de carne”.

In addition, in the sub-dialect of Cheud, in the language spoken on the course of the Somes
River, we also observe the transformation of & to e in the case of the noun rana > rend; and, in the
local subgroup of Nadis, an unaccented o closes at u: omdat > umat, oiaga > Uiaga.

The variants of the term sickle are also worth mentioning. In this case, we find dissimilation,
in the speech on the Zalau Valley (in Bocsa, Dersida) and in the speech on Crasna (in Cizer), where

the speakers use s¢cire (s¢cere > s¢eire). Whereas, in the dialects of Salaj (in Bulgari) and Somes (in
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Cheud), the form s¢cere appears. And, finally, the form with a, sacire - because of s, is found, again,
in the speech on the Zalau Valley (in Dersida) - secere > sdcere, sacire.

In the spoken language on the Zaldu Valley (in the localities of Bocsa and Dersida), but also
in the spoken language on the Barcau (in the Marca — Ip areas), é medial aton is registered which is
kept as in the old language in adéca.

In the speech from Salaj, there is a special feature, marked by the transition from b to v
(vetacism), to 3rd person plural of the present subjunctive from a avea > sa aiva, instead of sa aiba
and, also to be mentioned, in the speech from Salaj (in Bulgari), the phenomenon of the transition of
u to i: sul > sil.

Regarding the speech from Somes, it is preserved, being similar to the one from the
northwest. Within it, the Maramures influence is visible (Medve 2002: 122), but, in equal measure,
there are also specific characteristics of the Crisean and Moldovan subdialects (Timoc 2010: 17-18).

At the morphosyntactic level, in general, in the Sélaj dialects, the grammatical categories
(flexible and inflexible parts of speech) present similar structures and situations.

As distinct aspects we point out: in the speech on Almas, there is a special form, varvad, for
the noun virf, never found in the other Salaj dialects, and in the speech on Zalau Valley, the variant
virv is registered for the lexeme varf.

The gender change occurs in the nouns: un abros (“towel", "tablecloth"), with the feminine
form. sg. 0 abros (in the speech on Barcau); un piciorang, with the feminine variant sg. o piciorang
(in the speech on Somes); and o casd, with neutral sg. un cas (in the speech on the Zalau Valley).

As far as we are concerned, we met, at the same informant, two plural variants of the word
mdnunchi: manunt' fsi manunt'e, in the speech from the Zalau Valley.

The change of number was signaled in the words: casa — pl. casi, haba — pl. habi ‘sezatoare’
(in the speech on Almas); clopot — pl. clopoti (in the speech on the Zalau Valley); naframa — pl.
ndframi, var. naframi (in the speech from the Zalau Valley); buruiana — pl. buruiene (in the dialect
of the Zalau Valley); mogina ‘chibrit’ — pl. mogine (in the language of Crasna) etc.

In addition, the speech on the Zalau Valley (in Dersida) registers the unique form un cas,
respectively the structures da m#irést si lujmaj_baj pretinf

In comparison with the other Salaj dialects, in the Barcau dialect (in Cosniciu de Jos), the
unprecedented forms dst'e si dst'e appear for the demonstrative pronoun of proximity, the third

person, the plural number, acestea / acestia.
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In the speech on Barcau (Cosniciu de Jos), the special form d'ind’e remains prevalent, for the
adverb unde. If, in the Silaj dialects, the variant d'e#'ilindi with the meaning ‘separate’ circulates, in
the Maramures ones, the form derilin is encountered, with the same meaning, as Mircea Farcas
(2011: 209) notices; and the adverb de mdgan with the meaning of ‘slowly’, ‘on low heat’, appears
frequently in the texts of Mircea Groza's recipes.

Also, the dialects on the Zalau Valley, on Almas, on the Somes and the speech from Barcau
preserve some authentic phraseological units: a pica in dragoste ‘to fall in love’; a pica in pacate ‘to
sin’; a se prinde satu ‘to promise, to make a vow’; a fine jinau | a tine gandu ‘to guess’, a se lua
laolalta ‘to get married’ and a-i sta gandu ‘to believe, to think’.

By analyzing the lexical aspects of the Salaj dialects, one can observe, besides the Romance
linguistic elements, the important influence of the Hungarian and Slavic languages, including in
toponymy and anthroponymy.

In the structure of the vocabulary, one can identify old Slavic elements from the Slavic
languages created later: Bulgarian, Serbian, Ukrainian, but, in addition to this, the presence of other
languages is also noticeable.

The words borrowed from these languages are found not only in clothing names, in
household and agricultural tools, in gastronomy, in toponyms, in flora and fauna, in human qualities
and actions, but also in the popular magic pattern, conveying to the Salaj region a specific feature.

In the dialects of Salaj, words with different etymologies are common, depending on the
geographical area and the historical context. At the same time, the idioms discussed are also

influenced by the neighboring languages.

In this sequence of the thesis, we discussed the Latin elements (where many regional lexical

elements preserved from Latin or formed with elements of Latin origin prevail: casuna, ciur, coca,

imbia — var. india, Tmbucd, pdti, scodca etc.; Hungarian elements (abrés, alduf, aradui, bancadt,
barndce — var. barndci, boboand, caralaba, chischinéu — var. chischinéu, cheschenedaud si cascaned,
cinds, cirigaud — Var. ciurigaud, cocis, colompiri — var. crumpli, darab, didican, fitéu, gula, hirba,
ilistau — var. ilestéu, dest, jinau, lepedéu — var. lipidéu, léves — var. lévisd si lévise, paltdu, pogan,
prices — var. prios, pricios, pricej, probalui — var. probali, proboli, prabali, razald — var. razdala,
silvozz, der. silvofa, siratdu, ticdzui — var. ticdzi, tichinéu — var. tichinedud, vifél — var. vilfél, velfél,
zaslau — var. laslau, zarjal, zéler — var. téler etc.).

In the category of Slavic elements, along with the elements from the Old Slavic background,

in the dialects of Salaj, we also identify words from the following later constituted Slavic languages:
12



Bulgarian, Serbian, Ukrainian: chisca — var. ptisca, pacisa — var. paciésa, piréscd, potroc, clisa,
postava, pihav — var. puhab, rije, ludaie — var. ludau, tultg — var. tuldj, hultj etc.

In the analyzed area, there are several toponyms formed from the Slavic etymology, “a fact
that proves unequivocally that the Slavs circulated through these places: Bezded < v. sl. bezui «fara»
+ dedii «bunic» (the toponym was formed from an anthroponym, probably a nickname given to an
orphaned child); Cernuc < v. Sl. ¢rini «black»; Crasna < v. Sl. krasini «frumos»; Oaia < n. pers.
Voja < v. SI. voj «soldier»; Doba < v. Sl. dobu (or having a nasal character) «oak»; Dobrin, at the
first attestation 1432 Debren < v. Sl. debri «forest, woods»; Dolheni < v. Sl. dhigi, dolg «lung» by
means of the anthroponym Dolha; Dolu < v. Sl. dolini «infernus», meaning «from below», dolii
«valley»; Dragu < v. Sl. drag «dear, beloved», also obtained through anthroponymic intermediary;
Moigrad <v. SI. moi "mine" and " gradu " citadel, etc. " (Chende-Roman 2008: 107-109).

Words of German origin have a low frequency. These are found in the following lexical
fields: gastronomy, clothing, qualities and defects, but also interjections: ldibar, fain, pfui — var.
ptuz, ptiu etc.

In this chapter, we also pointed out the following: words from the old local background,
some of which are also present in Albanian: grumaz, ¢ia etc.; words with unknown etymology:
cioring, cotozs, hiidd, mdrin, SCotoci— var. a scocioretc.

In the Salaj dialects, one can notice the preference for neologisms, for the Romanesque loans
through the French or sometimes the Italian strand batoza, brodd, damigedna, dantéla, nailon,
revizor, tuf — var. tof etc. There were a small number of borrowings from other languages, for
example English or German.

In addition, during the dialectal survey, we noticed the tendency to use neologisms even in
the elderly either due to media influence or due to the degree of education.

The polysemantism of some lexemes present in the Salaj dialects is also noteworthy, where a
word can have different meanings. From the informants' reports, we deduce that, in the speech on
Barcau, dosul is ‘a smaller and shorter towel for wiping dishes’ and towel has the meaning of
stergura | stergar’, in the speech of Silaj.

However, in the localities along the Barcau River, abros does not have the meaning of
‘towel’, but of ‘tablecloth’. With the same meaning, the term derived from dosoaie appears, in
Dersida, in the speech from Zalau Valley.

Regarding the surface of dissemination of the series: colompire — cartofi / piciouci — cartofi
| baraboi — cartofi / pere — cartofi / goaga — crumpe — picioici — hiribe — corompile — barabule, the
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lexemes are distributed according to the area. For example, the pair cartéf/ = colompiri appears in
the speech on the Zalau Valley; cartéf/ = pic¢iouéi— in the language of Silaj; cartéf/= barabdj— in
the speech on Somes; and crumpe = picioici = hiribe = corompile = barabule, in the speech on
Almas.

We also point out the word rzje which has the meaning of ‘flore-sgrelus, in most Salaj
dialects, except for the speech on Almas, where it means ‘rose’.

During the dialectal surveys, we noticed the major influence of literary language on the
discourse of the informants. This has a significant impact both among the young generation who
attend schools, having cultural backgrounds, and among the elderly, through the media. This
influence is felt in the phonetic and lexical compartment.

At the micro level, the most affected thematic groups, where the dialectal words are
competing with the literary ones, are represented by food and dishes, household objects, agricultural
products respectively; and, at the macro level, in the vocabulary section, the regionalisms of
Hungarian origin “lose ground in favor of literary terms” (Farcag 2009: 151) as in the Maramures
dialects. For example, bolonzi (< Hungarian) - psychiatry, cocis (< Hungarian) — coachman.

In addition, besides the influences from the literary language, one can observe the lexemes of
Latin origin, “which present a special resistance to literary terms” (Farcas 2009: 151): afumatura, ai,
curechi etc. which proves the vitality of the dialects.

Also, one can see the influence of literary language on the level of derivation with
diminutive suffixes. Thus, "if in 1972 1. Faiciuc noticed the diminutive suffix -uc / -uca as having a
special frequency, currently, the highest frequency is held by -u¢ / -uza suffix with general spread in
Daco-Romanian" (Farcas 2009: 151): olug, pocut etc., but also the diminutive suffix -ifa: gozarita,
gubita, rudita etc.

Although the imprint of the literary language is visible in the language of the informants, of
the surveyed people from Salaj, we also noticed the preservation of some authentic expressions that
offer to the spoken words individuality and originality: dunga de lume for the literary form ‘end of
the world’; a pica n dragoste with the current expression ‘to fall in love’; a pica in pdcate for ‘to
sin’; a tine jinau with the meaning of ‘to suspect’; the estimp form for the phrase ‘in the meantime’,
‘during this time’, ‘in this time’; the phrase vét'i batriri/ but also the structures that indicate the
intensity of the rush: to hurry fast, a se pazi, ‘a se gabi’ iute respectively.

We assume that the regional-literary alternation in the speakers' discourse can be explained

by the fact that informants, once they have resorted to the literary form of words, try to clarify their
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speech, to avoid possible misunderstandings of regionalisms by the investigator, to give weight to
words or to seem educated.

Regardless of the explanation, we appreciated the emotional involvement of the informants
in the communicated message, and, through the playful and humorous spirit, they offered vitality to
both the narrated events and the local speeches.

Regarding the formation of words, we considered both the derivation with prefixes and the
derivation with suffixes, and the formation of words by composition, respectively. Thus, in the

category of derivation with prefixes, we focused on simple or prefixed verbs (bolnavi ‘imbolnavi’);

on verbs prefixed in speech, without prefix in literary language (imbucura, Tnvristat); but also, on

verbs prefixed in speech, with prefix also in the literary language (imperinat, imbdierat etc.).

Salaj dialects attest to a significant number of suffixally derived words, noting the preference
for diminutives that include different lexical spheres: the human body, physical and moral
characteristics, family, gastronomy, clothing, objects, animals, agriculture, horticulture, etc. This
feature is common to the Crisan and Maramures subdialects (Marin 2017: 58).

Among the discussions held on derivation with suffixes, for the study of diminutives we
point out Adrian Chircu's articles, "Latin diminutives «cum valachica interpretatione» in Teodor
Corbea’s dictionary” and "On using the diminutive of neological nouns in modern Romanian”,
where he states that the suffix -as has multiple origins: “Slavic (-as), Hungarian (-as) and, probably,
vernacular” (Chircu 2015: 46); and “linguists or philologists who have focused on the detailed study
of the origin or use of diminutive suffixes have noticed that, in Romanian, they, in addition to being
very old, have, with rare exceptions (for example, -as, -ifa, -us), a Latin origin (for example, -el, -ic,
-ior), are varied and very often are used in the familiar language, granting a particular feature to the
Romanian language ”(Chircu 2011: 69).

In the Salaj and Maramures dialects, the diminutive suffix -u¢, with its variants, has a high
frequency, being the most productive of the diminutive suffixes, as Maria Marin (2017: 60) and
Mircea Farcags (2009: 54-55) state.

Regarding augmentative suffixes, the -oi regime is discussed, about which Marin and
Margarit (2013: 325-326) state that, although it is an “augmentative suffix par excellence”, it can
also have a diminutive meaning.

Regarding the suffix -ar, the authors mention that it is a “productive derivative particle at the
level of the standard language” (Marin, Margarit 2013: 311), which forms nouns that name both the
agent and the object made by it.
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From the category of suffixes, we focused on nonverbal suffixes: suffixes that name the

agent (prascar — var. prascdu; jucds; graitor; pefitor — var. petitor; zahaios etc.); suffixes that name

the object (instruments: zdrobalal, mestecdl, strecurator, sucitor etc.; food and dishes: vérzare,
groscior — var. grostior, grositor; features: coruii — var curuitd, grostiords, pricinds etc.; concrete
notions: coptatiurd, stérgurda etc.; abstract notions: mulsdra, stransidrd, gsezatodre etc.); suffixes
indicating origin: bocsan(-éni) ‘from Bocsa’, darsidan(-i) ‘from Dersida’, groziaudn(-i) ‘from
Somes Guruslau’, hurezan(-i) ‘from Hurez’, jimboran(éni) / zimboran(éni) ‘from Zimbor’,

cheudan(-i) ‘from Cheud’, bulgaredn(-éni) ‘from Bulgari’, coznicedn(-éni) ‘from Cosniciu’,

dobrinean(éni) ‘from Dobrin’; verbal suffixes — participle suffixes (mezdritd, pirgaluita, pirlit,

pudarift etc.) — other verbal suffixes (chius— var. ptiussi iuf, custului— var. cugtulietc.); suffixes that

form adverbs (crucis, curmezis etc.); motional suffixes (feminine from masculine: socacia,
masculine from feminine: gazdoi, var. gazdagoi etc.); suffixes that mark the location in space:

josan(i), susan(i), zords; augmentative suffixes that name the person (bogatan, var. bocotan etc.);

name the object (parts of the human body: piciorag, var. piciorang, capoc etc.; household objects:

dosoi, ladobi etc.; clothing: minecoace); diminutive suffixes - diminutive suffixes that form nouns

(buburél, pumnasél, gozarita, qubsa, bragdta, coscutd, galuscitd, hirdtd, pocur, tipardscd — Vvar.

tipardsca etc etc.); diminutive suffixes that form adjectives (hedesél, blinddt, marisor etc.);

diminutive suffixes that form adverbs (inceti¢, molca — slowly, softly) etc.

For the form hrujl#da, found in the locality of Cizer, on the river Crasna, we assume that it is
a derivative — participle form from the etymon hruj < E: nct. (MDA I, s.v.).

In the dialects from Salaj, the derivation with suffixes that include different lexical areas is
predominant: professions, the human body, food and dishes, domestic animals, objects, clothing,
attributes / characteristics of people and actions, etc.

From the category of suffixes, as Maria Marin (2017: 59) notes, the diminutives prevail, and,
in the discussed area, -ug/ -utd circulate with a high frequency, as in the neighboring dialects:
bragutd, galuscutd, puicigda, blind, molcdr etc.

Regarding the formation of words by composition, we presented the process of merging or
fusing, exemplifying with the lexemes bdsamd, var. basamda and harban which is an interesting
phenomenon, being obtained by contamination from "harbuz" (of Turkish origin — harbuz) +

"bostan" and means ‘bostan’.
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Another process described is the joining where we presented the forms: faina nuldas(a) ‘of
the best quality, fine’; the adjective circulates “only in combination with the term flour” (Farcas
2009: 71); mdica buna ‘grandmother’; mdre méica satului ‘midwife’ (the construction is found in
the localities along the Zalau Valley); mdfu curuli ‘type of food’ (the structure appears in Mircea
Groza's recipes); pére-n labos | pére tosonite ‘type of food’ and tipariise rosie ‘red pepper’.

In addition, the present paper shows some aspects related to Silaj anthroponymy, in the
chapter From the anthroponymy of Sdlaj, where both the names and cognomens of informants and
the names and cognomens found in the Corpus are listed.

In this part of the research, we touched upon some aspects related to the names and
cognomens of the informants, a brief approach to the baptismal names and cognomens registered in
the dialectal material, made after the field survey, but also a review of the cognomens encountered
in the texts of Mircea Groza, Traditional recipes from Sdlaj - Retete traditionale sdldjene — Refetele
socacitelor.

Among the informants, not all subjects are individualized in the locality by a cognomen, and,
for this category, we reported only their first and last name.

The analysis of the list of names and cognomens reveals that, especially in the
anthroponymic system of the surveyed localities, the baptismal name or the first name are originally
names of saints and holidays, flowers and most are taken from Latin and Greek.

The family names are formed from toponyms or have Hungarian origin, referring to
professions, properties, objects, plants, etc.; and the identification of persons is done through
cognomens “continuing the old way of naming, outside the official system of conventional
anthroponyms” (Vlasin, Adam 2017: 481).

Formally, cognomens consist of: the presentation of ascendants (the ascendant line includes

the family name, usually its genitive form: valerica lui barbur; miru luf méti; the ascendant line

includes a nickname developed into a cognomen; cul#a a lu igands sfator, the cognomen includes

the reference to the occupation of the ascendant: a pompiéruluz; by giving up the ascending line of

the husband: vilma li florizn, jenica mitrulus etc.), joining the nicknames (completely replacing the

ascending line with the nickname: a fluturelus, nora ursuluy, de-a lupuluy); indication_of toponyms

(by giving up the ascending line and replacing it with a toponym: sfarodsa d'in bozan; julizna de la

cruce etc.); but also by giving up the ascending line of the parents: ale_sinmitrulu; etc.

At the morphosyntactic level, “old Romanian phenomena are visible, such as the enclitic

articulation of masculine first names or the generalized use of lui article (proclitic or enclitic) in the
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form 1i” (Vlasin, Adam 2017: 481); the presence of invariable a in masculine: (castelul) a lu
jombori; (boldu) a li Lazar; but also the -chii /-4 form of the genitive obtained from the masculine
and feminine ending in -ca: ¢iubdl &, didrki.

Through all the mentioned aspects, we could notice the high frequency of cognomens and
their conservation in the Salaj area, contributing to the identification and individualization of the
person in the rural area.

The final part of our paper includes the Conclusions, the Bibliography and the Corpus
composed of: I. Dialectal texts - the texts of dialectal surveys collected from the localities along the
main rivers and valleys: Agrij River, Almas River, Barcau River, Crasna River, Somes River, Silaj
Valley and Zalau Valley; Il. Mircea Groza, Traditional recipes from Salaj - Retete traditionale
salajene — refetele socacitelor, this section includes recipes from different areas of the region in
question, including those inhabited by Slovaks and Hungarians; and I11. Demetriu Neaga a Onii
(precentor and parish clerk from Drighiu-Salaj), Ruga zilelor (1930).

Mircea Groza's texts were included in the Corpus because their subject represents one of the
topics of our investigation, Traditional recipes from Salaj. Also, through its content, the material is
authentic and up-to-date, and the recipes are presented on various national and international TV
shows by the chef from Salaj, Mircea Groza. Although not phonetically transcribed, they reproduce,
as much as possible, local speech. The first volume of the book, Traditional Recipes from Salaj -
Refete traditionale salajene — refetele socacitelor, is being published and the rest are in progress.
For this reason, we resorted to the online version of the texts, for which we received the written
consent of the author. We followed exactly the posted texts and we did not intervene because,
according to the author, in the pages of the published volumes, the same variants of phonetically
untranscribed recipes will be found. Thus, the books will be addressed to the public.

The dis-enchantment represents another theme of the investigation and, in this sense,
Descdntecul de adus mana sau laptele la vaci, oi si capre, included in Ruga zilelor, published in
Zalau, at the “Luceafarul” Printing House, is a precious text that does not benefit from a linguistic
approach. It was presented and analyzed by Camelia Burghele (2000: 139-140) only from an
ethnological perspective, to highlight the popular beliefs of Salaj, superstitions, therapy, magic, etc.
We respected the authenticity of the material without intervention.

In this monograph, we tried to illustrate, through the factual material, the main linguistic

features (unifying and differentiating aspects) of the Salaj dialects formed on the main rivers and
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valleys, noting some individual characteristics (phonetic, morphological, and lexical), which prove
the existence of several dialects, not just one dialect.

After drawing the geographical, historical, and ethnographic lines, we determined that the
Salaj area dates back to the Paleolithic period, as evidenced by the numerous material traces and
settlements discovered, and the ethnographic spatial division of Salaj (Meses ethnographic area and
Salaj ethnographic area). The diversity of the popular clothing, work, life, and celebrated holidays
establish, on the one hand, a bridge with the neighboring regions (Cluj, Bihor, Satu Mare,
Maramures) and, on the other hand, highlight the individuality of the researched area.

It was useful to emphasize the main linguistic aspects, as parts of the language spoken in
Salaj overlap with both the Bihor and Somes dialects, which leads to the existence of similarities
and linguistic differences within the Sélaj dialects.

In conclusion, by analyzing the phonetic phenomena, the morphosyntactic peculiarities and
the lexical elements, we managed to reveal the fact that, in the researched region, well-
individualized speeches were formed over the centuries, and the involvement of people in daily life
gives them vitality and authenticity.

Thus, by presenting these characteristics, we consider that the realization of a dialectal
monograph of the Salaj space to capture the most important aspects regarding geography, history,
ethnography, literature, and linguistic peculiarities of the dialects in the region under analysis was

more than necessary.
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