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turning toars contemorar researc, neerteless istorical toics 
ae recentl come to te oreront o our interest (Kaecsánsi; Varga, 
“To Traitional Central Translanian Dances”). B criticall com-
ining te aroaces, teories an metos o istorical antroolog 
an micro-istor it te earlier inquiries o istorical etnogra 
an ollore stuies, ne ersecties are oening u or our isciline 
(Bárt), ic, in m oinion, oint toars inter- an een transis-
cilinar cooeration. In m stu, I raise some questions in connection 
it te regional-istorical inestigation o Hungarian ol ance re-
searc, ic ma el us to criticall reie te teories unerling 
te earlier aroaces, an tus roie us it an oortunit to su-
lement an urter reect on Görg Martin’s inestigations, ic 
ae remaine unnise.

e question o te regional ragmentation o ol culture an te 
srea o cultural elements as een o interest to local an international 
researcers since te en o te t centur (Kósa, 0). Among te 
maor antroological teories, suc questions ae een aresse it-
in te rameor o iusionism; or man ecaes Euroean istorical 
ollore stuies ere ominate  te Finnis istorical geo-istorical 
meto, ic as close to iusionism an to some extent to eolu-
tionism (Sni, 07).2 e or o Bartó an Koál, o ere 
te ouners o Euroean ol music researc, an te Hungarian ance 
ollore researc tat olloe in teir ootstes, ere also ase on tis 
aroac, sulemente  metos orroe rom linguistic structural 
analsis (Fügei; Köncei, “Has Dance Researc”). Martin attace 
great imortance to te stu o ance culture accoring to its istriu-
tion, emasising tat te geograical iision o ol culture is relate 
to te social an istorical eeloment o a region (“Hungarian ance 
ialects”, 27). He consiers tat te stu o te ierent genre-ase 
or ormal grouings is imortant rom ot a cultural an an aestetic 
(artistic) oint o ie (“Magar tánctíuso”, 67).

Some problems in the research of dance dialects
Peras one o te most imortant  an most trouling  questions in 
te el o ance-ialect stuies is at e are actuall stuing. Wat 
o e consier to e ol ance culture or traitional ance culture Do 
tese concets oerla It is not te aim o m stu to sole tis teo-
retical question, ut it is necessar to oint out tat Martin’s enition o 

2 Csilla Köncei as ritten toroug analses o te eolutionist ounations o 
te researc moel eeloe  Görg Martin or te istorical researc o 
Hungarian ol ances (“Dance”, 4-44; “A ‘60-as‘80-as ée”, 828). 

 In aition to tose mentione ere, seeral imortant stuies ae een u-
lise in recent ears, ic ring uscloser to unerstaning te istor o 
Hungarian ance ollore (Hoer; Köncei, “Dance”; Köncei, “A ‘60-as‘80-as 
ée”; Sni; Varga “e Scientic Legac”; Varga “Reassessing conclusions”).
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ance ialects as tose ances tat “lie itout institutional issem-
ination an learning, as an integral art o te slol canging easant 
lie an customs” (“Magar tánctíuso”, 6) seems to e someat out-
ate an imrecise. Toa, it seems tat  reling on tis enition, 
e otain an inexile an in a certain extent an “unistorical” sstem, 
in ic e cannot lace er man elements o ancing ractice (anc-
es, relate customs, etc.), nor can e see te namics o te cultural 
rocesses ein te canges in te enomena uner stu.

Martin seas o ance stles an ance customs rom ierent e-
rios an asions in Euroean ance istor tat ae een emee 
in local cultures  ollorie, i ou reer  esite teir intermingling 
at ierent rates an to ierent egrees. is is o te traitional 
ance culture o certain areas or settlements as eeloe („Magar 
tánctíuso”, 67). e arious ance genres an elements o customs 
ere intermingle in Euroean easant culture in some areas in te 
mile o te 20t centur (an in some laces not een until te 2st 
centur). Neerteless, certain “ominant genres” (“Magar tánctíu-
so”, ) emerge rom tese, ic can e examine to outline te 
cultural-istorical rocesses tat sae te easant ance culture o 
te area or settlement uner stu (“Magar tánctíuso”, ). On te 
asis o tis logic, Martin iie Euroe into tree large-scale geo-
graic regions an, itin tis rameor, te Caratian Basin into 
tree maor an tent minor ance ialects (“Magar tánctíuso, 
02; “Hungarian ance ialects”, 220).4

Martin argues tat te attern o uneen social an cultural eel-
oment as meant tat ierent ance stles reace certain areas at 
ierent rates an it ierent strengt. In exloring te ossile 
reasons ein tis, Martin ns tat certain etnic grous resere 
teir cultural traits in a more isolate state uring eual ragmentation, 
tat some oters i not o so, a  ierence ic can e osere 
een in te resent as (“Hungarian ance ialects”, 27); tis ma 
exlain te relatie eterogeneit o ance culture in certain areas. e 
omogeneit o ance culture in oter areas, on te oter an, ma e 
ue to te uniing eects o moern caitalist eeloment, te eel-
oment o national culture, te srea o literac, an te eeloment 
o inrastructure, ic grauall issole “te ounaries o eual 
territories” in Euroe (”Magar tánctíuso”, 4). In Eastern Euroe, 
oeer, ierences, ic ere roote in eualism, o not isaear 
comletel, ut are onl use into te acgroun, ue to te elae 
eeloment o te ourgeoisie.5 In m oinion, Martin examines tis 

4 For te maor Euroean ance ialects an te Hungarian territorial iision, see 
also: Martin, “Perorming stles”; Martin, “e relationsi”.

5 It is interesting tat te rincile o Lásló Kósa’s summar o te regional-is-
torical iision is contrar to tis iea. Accoring to Kósa’s otesis, eual 
conitions maintaine cultural omogeneit an te emergence o regional i-
erences in easant culture as ue to te ierential imact o te eeloment 
o ciil societ tat starte ater te ser emanciation (Kósa, 4448).
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comlexit at a in o macro leel in is summariing ors (Varga, 
“Scientic legac”, 88). At te same time, e also reers to canges at te 
meso- an micro-leel, suc as te integrating eect o oulation mi-
grations uring te Turis occuation (“Magar tánctíuso”, 4), or 
te secic istorical an social situation o certain regions an illages 
(e.g. Sé/Sic in Meség Plain) (“Hungarian ance ialects”, 277). 
Martin seas o te comine, oten simultaneous, inuence o sea-
rating an uniing actors in te istorical eeloment o Hungarian 
ance ialects. In aition to te unequal eeloment o ciil societ 
alrea mentione aoe, te srea o oreign an internall eel-
oe ance stles an interaction it oter eoles are emasie 
(“Hungarian ance ialects”, 2728). Regaring te latter, Martin 
notes tat “te aotion o tese inuences as ossile uring te 
erio o contact” (“Magar tánctíuso”, ).

Writing aout te limits o ance ialects, Martin reeatel reers 
to te inuence o te rolems an metos use in linguistic ialect 
researc on is aroac. In tis connection, e clearl argues, in m 
ie, or a in o etic aroac to culture, saing tat te criterion o 
linguistic ialect researcers as to eter seaers unerstan eac 
oter as roe useless en alie to ance.6 As an analog o te 
ierences eteen languages an language ialects, e ras atten-
tion to unamental ierences in national ance ialects. He notes tat 
te Hungarian ance eritage is erticall structure, as te traitional 
ance culture o a illage ears te imrint o man laers o ance is-
tor. In contrast, te Romanian ance eritage is sarl searate or-
iontall  “te so-calle ance ones o te Danue, te Caratian 
countrsie an Translania reresent tree searate orls in te 
Romanian ance eritage”, e rites in Hungarian Dance Tes an 
Dialects (”Magar tánctíuso”, 20). e question is eter e can 
sea o ance as a in o national caracteristic or rouct  eiter 
in an earl or a late sense  on te asis o te linguistic analog.7 e 
act is tat tere are man more similarities in te ance culture o a 
Hungarian illage in te Meség/Plain an a Romanian illage in 
te Meség/Plain tan in te ance culture o, sa, a Hungarian il-
lage in te Meség/Plain an a Hungarian illage in Transanuia (I 
coul cite a Romanian illage in Banat also as an examle). is sos 
tat, in te case o traitional ance culture, geograical istance, re-
gional ragmentation an oter circumstances tat cause ierentiation 
are muc more ecisie tan in te case o language  i e can een 
sea o ormer national roots in te case o ance in te Mile Ages 
or earlier erios. For tis reason, te linguistic analog ma (also) e 

6 Inee, stuies ae son tat tere can e rooun ierences eteen cer-
tain ialects, ut not alas eteen languages (Kiss, 6).

7 In a stu, Tamás Hoer oints out tat “tere as an earl ae o cultural inte-
gration an national ientit uiling in Euroe in te 6t an 7t centuries” 
an tat tis rocess also aecte Hungar. Görg Martin re attention to 
tis it is istorical stu o te hajdútánc (Hoer, 6566).
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misleaing ere, as Csilla Köncei oints out in one o er stuies: 
„noneral meia cannot e categorie accoring to te ounaries 
o soen language. Noneral communication communities are not at 
all similar to language communities. e are muc smaller or larger” 
(Köncei, “On te eral reresentation”, 68).8

Wen raing te ounaries o ialects, Görg Martin seas o 
“essential enomena” tat are consiere crucial, ic te researcer 
must select an on te asis o te oerall icture otaine rom te 
analsis o tese, te “aroximate ounaries o te ance ialects” 
can e ene. In tis case, e are taling aout a researc construct 
tat marginalises te ossiilities o an emic aroac to culture.

Martin also consiers it imortant to examine te temoral srea 
o ance enomena: Gien tat te aim o ening ance ialects is to 
reconstruct te situation eore te comlete isintegration o easant 
ance culture aroun te turn o te 20t centur, temoral-istorical 
control is essential to ra te rigt ounaries” (“Magar tánctíuso”, 
22). Here too e are taling aout a criterion, te alication o ic 
maes our istorical aroac inexile. Not onl oes te question 
o te interaction eteen moernit an traitionalism tus remain 
outsie te ocus o researc, ut te question o te loer ounar o 
te erio uner stu also ecomes questionale. I e accet Martin’s 
axiom, state in seeral laces, tat te ominant ance orms o te 
Mile Ages ere circle an cain ances an eaon ances, ten 
e soul exect a rater omogeneous icture o te ance ialects o 
tis erio  ic is in comlete contrast to Martin’s oter statement, 
quote aoe, tat te eual erio coul e caracterise  a etero-
geneous ance culture.

In te course o m researc on te Meség/Plain rom 4 to 
te resent, I ae conucte elor rimaril in to settlements, 
Sé/Sic an Visa/Vișea, ut in aition to tese in tis aer I use 

8 “e ance cultures o larger Euroean regions are similar  regarless te lan-
guage an etnicit  esite tat since te srea o national consciousness 
certain eole careull recor an emasie teir ierentiating mars. For an 
oserer aing a ir ee ersectie Balan, resectiel East Euroean an 
West Euroean ances are amalgate. e outsier as little caacit to mae a 
ierence eteen Russian an Urainian, eteen Sloaian an Hungarian 
or Translanian Romanian, eteen Romanian rom Walacia an Serian, 
eteen Maceonian an Bulgarian. Searating German rom Ce or Polis is 
as icult as searating Seis rom Finnis” (Pesoár, 0).

 Martin consiers te most imortant o tese to e te stu o te ances 
temseles (“Hungarian ance ialects”, 28). Anoter imortant asect is: te 
existence or asence o certain ance tes; te ormal-structural caracteristics 
o te ances, teir motis; te ance name an te relate terminolog; te use 
o sace in connection it te ance; te use o tools in connection it te 
ance; te lace an unction o certain ances in easant ance lie; te nature o 
ance calenars, ance arrangements, customs, ance stles; ance orer; musical 
accomaniment, melo, temo; instruments an te ormation o te orcestra 
(“Hungarian ance ialects”, 28220).
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ata rom m long-staning elor, carrie out in nearl t illag-
es.0 (Varga, “Fol ance researc” 224) M questions ae een 
ase on te etic actors ientie  Görg Martin, as te existence 
or asence o certain ance tes, te moti an structure o ances, 
te eeloment o ance orer, te co-use o certain ances, te use 
o tools, te terminolog relate to ance, te role o ances in easant 
ance lie, te nature o te ances, te a in ic te ances ere 
erorme, te role o te ance in easant lie, te caracteristics o 
te musical accomaniment, te nature o te ance an te customs 
o ance arrangement, an te ance stle. I also collecte emic ata 
rom m resonents questioning on te illages to ic teir anc-
es resemle teir on, te illages to ic te ent to ance, te 
illages to ic te marrie, an te striing eatures o te ance 
culture o neigouring illages. I o not consier m researc to e 
close an I also touc uon seeral rolems o rincile tat I cannot 
et unertae to sole.

e Mezőség/Transylvanian Plain as an ethnographic 
landscape
ere is no consensus among etnograers as to te exact elimitation 
an internal iision o te Meség/Plain as an area it its on etno-
graic culture (Keseg, 78). e most recent summar o te regions o 
Hungarian ol culture as treate te Eréli Erát/Someș Plateau, 
te Láos/Lăuș Valle, te Nag Samos/ Someșul Mare Valle, te 
Saó/Șieu Valle, te Fels-Maros/Uer Mureș Valle, te Meség/
Plain, te Erala/Su Păure, te Aranossé/Aranos Seat an 
te Torocó/Rimetea area as searate regions (Magar, 825). It is 
tereore icult to etermine te exact sie o te region: some eole 
inclue a unre illages, oters to unre to to unre an t, 
eras tree unre. All te researcers emasise te cultural is-
tinctieness o te ormer maret ton o Sé/Sic (Martin, 8; “A séi 
agománo”, 74). A recise elimitation is mae icult  te lac o 
an uniing concetual rameor, te scant attention ai to te stu 
o cultural canges (te imression o timelessness), an te ierences 
in te researc carrie out in te iniiual lanscaes (Páai, 222). In 
summar, oeer, te aoe-mentione iisions mar a central area, 
to ic te erieral or orer regions are connecte.

Kós Károl reers reeatel to te regional ierences in te cul-
ture o Meség/Plain in is analsis o costume, ol arcitecture 
an ollore enomena. In oing so, e istinguises eteen te 

0 is aer is a more elaorate ersion o te releant cater o m octoral is-
sertation ritten in 20 (Varga, “Váltoáso” 525). More etails aout m 
elor in te Plain area can e oun in: Varga, “Nétáncutatás” 224. 
Oter releant inormation aout m researc relate to m resent aer: Varga, 
“Formai áltoáso”; Varga, “A nemesi ultúra”; Varga, “Zenésogaás”.
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Nort-Western, te Soutern an te „true” illages o te Meség/
Plain (“A  Meség”, ol. 2: 77, 62, 25725, 26, 27, 27). 
Lásló Baraás ols a similar ie, ase on te exerience o reious 
etnograic an ollore researc, as ell as ase on is on re-
searc into ol customs. Accoring to tese, e istinguises a central 
grou o illages itin te Meség/Plain region (Bels Meség/
Inner Plain: Visa/Vișea, Magaralata/Pălatca, Katona/Cătina etc.), 
an rom tere, in te next concentric circle te olloing erieral 
areas are locate (Western, Nortern, Eastern an Soutern Plains), 
ten at te er ege o te region te olloing orer areas are lo-
cate: Nag-Samos/Someșul Mare Valle, Láos/Lăuș Valle, Saó/
Șieu Valle, te Besterce/Bistrița region, te Sásrégen/Regin re-
gion, te Fels-Maros/Uer Mureș Valle, te Maros/Mureș Valle, 
Marosséi Meség/Mureș Seat Plain, te Luas/Luuș region, te 
Tora/Tura region, te Erala/Su Păure, te Borsa/Borșa Valle 
an te Little Samos/Someșul Mic Valle (Baraás, 5758).

At te eart o te region lies te istoricall an inrastructurall 
most isolate Bels-Meség/Inner Plain, ile te orer areas are 
locate in close roximit to cities an relate larger regions it sar 
cultural ierences. e cultural istinctieness o te ormer ett 
nole illages along te Kis Samos/Someșul Mic an te Erát/
Someș Plateau, an te cultural istinctieness o te maret tons 
along te main roas urter colour te oerall cultural icture o te 
area. It is questionale o ar tese concentric circles can e secie 
an to at extent te ierent cultural enomena so a similar 
istriution. Quite large cultural ierences can e osere eteen 
small areas, an sometimes also itin tem (see or examle Sé/
Sic) (Baraás, 560). Comaratie researc to ate (on agriculture, 
arcitecture, costume, ol ance, ol music, ol customs) sos a 
strong cultural inuence rom te surrouning etnograic regions 
in te orer areas, ic grauall eaens as one moes toars 
te Bels Meség/Inner Plain. Accoring to Baraás, tis is also 
suorte  te internal (emic) image o culture tat te inaitants 
ae o te region in terms o teir ercetion o te lanscae an 
teir sense o elonging (Baraás, 5). Looing at ance culture, I 
am o te same oinion, ut I tin tat a toroug stu o regional 
ientit oul e neee to etter ene te external an internal 
orers o an area.2 It oul e imortant to examine, or examle, 
o te local unerstaning an accetance o te term „Meség” 
as cange oer te last ecaes. As late as 64, Zoltán Kallós 

 Similarl, te Romanian etnograic regional classication inclues te area 
eteen te Kis és Nag Samos/Someșul Mic an Mare an te Maros/Mureș 
in te Meség/Plain (Baraás, 5).

2 I consier Balás Balog’s an Ágnes Fülemile’s researc in Kalotaseg/Lan o 
Călata to e exemlar in tis resect (Balog an Fülemile, 5.) Besies, it 
is ort mentioning Csongor Köncei’s researc in te Losár/Lueriu Valle 
(“A regionális ientitástuat” ).
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rote tat te inaitants o Boncia/Bonția, Válasút/Răscruci 
an Sé/Sic i not accet te term “Meség” ic te coul 
ienti it (“Táncagománo”, 25), an Károl Kós also reers to 
te act tat te inaitants o Öröngösües/Fieșu Gerlii consier 
te „acar” Meség/Plain to egin rom te line Kéesásárel/
Târgușor  Vasassentián/Sântioana orering tem on te East 
(“A Meség”, ol. 2: 22, 225).

M on researc conrms tat until te mi-0s, most illagers 
in te area consiere te term “rom te Meség/Plain” unesir-
ale. Hoeer, aterars, resumal ue to te groing interest o 
ol-tourists an te ositie image roecte  te meia, tis oinion 
slol egan to cange.

Delimitation and internal division of the folk music and 
dance dialect of the Mezőség/Plain

Onl since te 50s  olloing te stuies o Lásló Lata, 
Zoltán Kallós, János Jagamas an teir colleagues  as Meség/
Plain een inclue as an ineenent ialect in te territorial iision 
o Hungarian ol music (Páai, 27). Lata re attention to te os-
sile internal iision o Meség/Plain as earl as te 50s,4 ut te 
elimitation an internal iision o te area accoring to ol ance 
music asects as carrie out extremel late, onl in 2005. In tis 
context, Istán Páai, in aition to te Meség/Plain, mentions te 
Kalotaseg/Lan o Călata  Meség/Plain transition area (Erala/
Su Păure an te ett nole illages o te Eréli-Erát/Someș 
Plateau), Aranossé/Aranos Seat, te Maros/Mureș an Saó/Șieu 
regions, te Marosséi Meség/Mureș Seat Plain an te Fels-
Samos/Uer Someș region (incluing te triutaries o te Nag és 
Kis Samos/Someșul Mare an Mic), an itin te region e istin-
guises eteen Nort, Inner, Sout an East Meség/Plain (Páai, 
8). Páai arns on te ialectal ierences in ance an ance 
music, saing tat in aition to te uniormit o ance an ance 
music stles, te same structure o ance orer, te resence or asence 
o te same ance tes, te ientication o te areas o oeration 
o illage ans ma also e a actor in etermining te ance music 
su-regions (Páai, 7). I n te results o is stu instructie to 
comare it Görg Martin’s nings on te ance ialect in te 
Meség/Plain.

 Accoring to Keseg, te rst ance olloristic summaries o te 70s an 
80s, te táncá/ance ouse moement tat ourise at tat time, ema-
sie te arcaic, untouce nature o local culture, tus creating a “ositie 
mt o te Meség/Plain region” (Keseg, 4).

4 e material collecte so ar suggests te existence o a Nortern an a Soutern 
Meség/Plain ialect (Lata, 4).
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Martin classies te Meség/Plain as elonging to te Eastern or 
Translanian ance ialect (“Hungarian ance ialects”, 0),5 
istinguises Meség/Plain rom tree oter Central Translanian 
roinces, Kalotaseg/Lan o Călata, te Maros-Küüll/Mureș-
Târnae region an Marossé/Mureș Seat (“Hungarian ance i-
alects”, 088), an etects e small roinces  elineating te 
smaller internal units o te region:
. Some eatures o te ance culture o te Borsa/Borșa an te alle 

o te Kis Samos/Someșul Mic are relate to tose o te illages 
o Kalotaseg/Călata an Silágság/Săla.

2. He consiers te alles o Nag-Samos/Someșul Mare an Saó/
Șieu an te Láos/Lăuș alle as a more uranise region. Fe 
collections o ances rom tis region ere aailale at te time 
Martin rote is summar.

. e est non area o te mixe oulation illages in te central 
art o te Meség/Plain (Magaralata/Pălatca an its sur-
rounings an te Tóié/Lacurile Geaca) is a region it a ric 
meǹ s solo ance an coule ance culture, ere tere is a great 
oerla eteen te Hungarian an Romanian ance traitions. e 
ol-asione, asmmetricall ulsating coule ance is consiere 
to e tical ere. He mentions tat, in aition to te musicians 
rom Magaralata/Pălatca, o lae in a large area, tere ere 
seeral easant musicians in te area.

4. He enes te Sout-Western Plain as a transitional area or-
ering te Kalotaseg/Lan o Călata an te Maros-Küüll/
Mureș-Târnae region, ose ance culture as oorl non at 
te time o is ritings. Some eatures o its ance culture sug-
gest tat it is relate to te ialect o te Maros-Küüll/Mureș-
Târnae region.

5. e Eastern Plain “ance an music culture is caracterie  more 
moern, Seler inuences. e ol asmmetrical slo coule ance 
is asent in te countrsie, ut te korcsos an Szekler verbunk, 
tical o te Marossé/Mureș Seat area, aear” (“Hungarian 
ance ialects”, ). Accoring to Martin, te Hungarians o te 
count aote ance tes rom te Selers in more recent times 

5 Romanian ance scolars classi Translania as a Western ance ialect, it-
in ic seeral smaller ance ialects are istinguise. Accoring to Anrei 
Bucşan, te core o te Western ance ialect is te Western art o Translania, 
to ic Nortern an Central Translania, incluing te Meség/Plain are 
organicall line. He consiers te area aroun te loer Maros/Mureș a se-
arate su-ialect (Bucşan, 27). For te ierent interretations o Hungarian 
an Romanian, see te olloing sentences o Lásló Kürti: “Romanian scolars 
utilie a one-sie etnograic ma an Hungarian ollorists et anoter. 
Hungarian etnograers an ollorists sea o regions tat are neer uttere 
 Romanian scolars it suc an ae an reerence […] Clearl at is at te 
eart o tis rolem is tat ot Hungarian an Romanian intellectuals lie an 
or in a ual ositiistic traition searate into maorit an minorit seres” 
(Kürti,  cite  Quigle, 20).
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(roal at te turn o te t an 20t centuries), ic is  
tis ance ialect as eeloe oer te last al centur troug 
te “usion” o te Hungarian ance reertoire o te Meség/
Plain region an te ances o te Maros/Mureș region (“Magar 
tánctíuso”, 8).6 is is imortant ecause it is ere tat Martin 
taes te most account o te canges oer time in te ance culture 
o te Meség/Plain region.

In is last summar, ulise in 85, Martin tus soe o te cen-
tral art o Meség/Plain, en e trie to ene te cultural unit, as 
consisting o te illages o e.g. Visa/Vișea, Magaralata/Pălatca, 
Feetela/Lacu, Meesü/Cesău (). As a arallel, te nings 
o Zoltán Kallós an Károl Kós soul also e consiere. In at 
Kallós calls, aleit not alas consistentl, te Nortern Plain, e is-
tinguises tree smaller units: te alle o te Kis Samos/Someșul 
Mic an te area to te West o it, te territor o Erát/Someș 
Plateau; an te central grou o illages (Visa/Vișea, Vaaamarás/
Vaia Cămăraș, Meesü/Cesău an Magaralata/Pălatca), 
ic is istinct ue to its ancient culture, an to ic a e set-
tlements (Kötelen/Găălin, Mesaa/Saa, Légen/Legii, Gee/
Geaca an Katona/Cătina) are ae on te asis o te cultural 
caracteristics o te local Hungarian minorit. In is iision, te 
tir area inclues te illages aroun Cege/Țaga, Feetela/Lacu 
an Vasassentgotár/Sucutar, te Lacurile Geaca (”Aaléo”; 
”Ésa-meségi”). Kós Károl, en iscussing te ierences in 
singing culture, ance organisation, sinning ouse customs an 
games, seas o illages in te Nort-Western Plain (Girolt/Girolt, 
Kecse/Aluniș, etc.) an te illages o els-Meség/Inner Plain. 
Witin te latter, e ienties a narroer circle: Magaralata/
Pălatca an its marriage istricts (Visa/Vișea, Vaaamarás/Vaia-
Cămăraș, Meesü/Cesău), ere e as oun similarities in 
terms o sinning games an song reertoire. In tis resect, e treats 
illages urter East, suc as Katona/Cătina an Meöölút/
Fântânița as eing ierent (“A Meség”, ol. 2: . 257258, 26, 
27, 27).

B an etic examination o te eatures o ance culture tat Martin 
also ientie as imortant, an  incluing some emic asects in 
te researc, I eliee tat Görg Martin’s regional iision can e 
urter rene in relation to te Meség/Plain. In te ligt o Istán 
Páai’s recent stuies on ance music, I tin tat, en examin-
ing ances ance  Hungarians, it is ort iscussing Meség/
Plain searatel rom te surrouning small areas (te area along te 
Kis Samos/Someșul Mic, te area along te Nag Samos/Someșul 
Mare, te Saó/Șieu, te Erala/Su Păure, te Marosséi 

6 Lásló Kósa, oeer, rites in is summar tat in te Meség/Plain region 
o Marossé/Mureș Seat te consciousness o elonging to te Seler minorit 
ersiste long ater te en o te orerl iision o te estate-ase societ 
(Kósa, 555, 44).
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Meség/Mureș Seat Plain), oiousl earing in min tat te ance 
an music culture o tese areas is line to te Nort, East an Sout 
Meség/Plain in man as (Páai an Aoni).7 M on researc 
is also in line it Istán Páai’s ata (Páai an Aoni), an, ase 
on tis, I treat te Bels-Meség/Inner Plain, te illages o te 
ormer Tóié/Lacurile Geaca (e.g. Cege/Țaga, Bua, Feetela/
Lacu, Melegölár/Felioara, Vasasentgottár/Sucutar, Gee/
Geaca) an te illages West o tis line u to Gulatele/Coasta 
 Visa/Vișea  Kötelen/Găălin as a searate illage grou. e 
illages orering te area to te Nort (Öröngösües/Fieșu 
Gerlii, Füesmiola/Nicula, etc.), as ell as te ormer maret ton 
o Sé/Sic, are exclue rom tis unit. In te Sout, te illages 
(Magarsoát/Suatu, Mócs/Mociu) still elonging to tis area, orm 
te orer along te Kolosár/Clu-Sásrégen/Regin route. M 
researc sos tat te aoe classication can e urter consiere 
an eeene, since in te area o te Bels-Meség/Inner Plain, 
rom te oint o ie o ance an music culture, anoter small 
grou o illages can e outline, in ic until te 60s, te Roma 
musicians rom Magaralata/Pălatca lae music or te ee-
en ance estials regularl organise  te local out. Hereater I 
ill reer to tis area as te Palatka dance district, ic comrises 
tent-tree illages (an seeral small grous o arms elonging to 
tem).8

7 Csongor Köncei’s stuies on Aranossé/Aranos Seat an on te 
Translanian Erát also so tat researc on te Eréli Meség/
Plain still nees to e continue, as ell as te iscussion o teoretical is-
sues relate to ance ialects (“A regionális ientitástuat”, “A aranosséi 
táncultúráról”).

8 ese illages are: Báré/Bărăi, Bélitaná/Ciriș, Gulatele/Coasta, 
Kiso gács/Băgacu, Káláni-Vám/Căianu-Vamă, Kolosorá/Coraea, 
Kötelen/Găălin, Kiskályán/Căianu Mic, Kisulon/Puini, Lárgatana/
Văleni, Légen/Legii, Magarálán/Căianu, Magyarpalatka/Pălatca, 
Magarete/Petea, Magyar szovát/Suatu, Mócs/Mociu, Maroáa/
Tăușeni, Megéres/Girișu, Mező keszü/Chesău, Mesaa/Saa, 
Omotele/Mureșenii e Câmie, Vajda kamarás/Vaida-Cămăraș, Visa/
Vișea. In te more remote illages (Aaia, Botáa/Boteni, Gee/Geaca, 
etc.) te Palata Roma musicians lae muc less requentl, on te occasion 
o a calenar estial or a eing. (e illages in bold ae a Hungarian 
maorit oulation. In te illages in italics, te roortion o Hungarians 
an Romanians is rougl 50-50%. In tese illages, te nationalities ance 
searatel en te coul. In te illages mare it unerlining, te ro-
ortion o Hungarians is negligile  0-2 amilies at most. In te oters 
tere are no Hungarians.)
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Inner Plain ance ialect. e Palata/Pălatca ance istrict is in ar 
gre, te Tóié/Lacurile Geaca istrict is in ligt gre colour.
Ma o Translania, , Dima Eitions, Buaest

Comaring te ance reertoire an te coreological caracteristics 
o te ances o te local settlements it tose o te oter Tóié/
Lacurile Geaca, ague ierences emerge. e asmmetrical slo cou-
le ance (lassú cigánytánc/slow gypsy dance) it asmmetrical ulsation, 
ic as tical o te Palata istrict an ance  Hungarians, 
a alrea isaeare in te late 800s in te areas aroun Bua, 
Melegölár/Felioara an Feetela/Lacu. e mixe magyar/
Hungarian or our erson ance (men an omen ancing togeter) 
also ell out o asion sometime aroun te First Worl War, ile 
in te Palata ance istrict it as still ance  Hungarians in te 
60s.

e asmmetrical, rotating coule ance (vaţitură) o te Romanians 
o te Tóié/Lacurile Geaca as coreological eatures ierent 
rom te so-calle joc românesc ance in te Palata istrict. In te 
Romanian ance o te Tóié/Lacurile Geaca, men an omen 
ance almost exclusiel oling eac oter’s let ans, in man cases 
moing almost oosite eac oter, ereas in te Palata ance is-
trict, coules mostl ol ans it teir rigt ans. In aition, in 
te smmetrical coule ances in te Tóié/Lacurile Geaca tere is 
an uner-arm rotation, ere te oman turns tice aroun er on 
axis in a simle ule meter (2/4) ile in te Palata istrict te same 
moement is almost alas execute in a simle quarule meter (4/4). 
ese latter ierences ma seem er small, ut in man cases te 
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can conuse ancing an, in te case o te Romanian slo coule, een 
mae ancing togeter imossile.

e searation o te to small regions is ustie not onl  te 
ierent musical accomaniment an ance terminolog20 ut also  
te locals’ image o teir on ance culture (te ance grou te e-
ne). At te time o collectiiation, man eole rom te illages 
aroun Magaralata/Pălatca moe to te larger, an tereore more 
laour-intensie, illage o Katona/Cătina in te Tóié/Lacurile 
Geaca. A recurring moti in teir memories is tat te ere reluctant 
to atten te estiities ecause te coul not ance it te locals.

Accoring to m inormants, te Hungarians o Visa/Vișea still 
ae close insi relations it te Hungarians o Kötelen/Găălin, 
Meesü/Cesău, Magaralata/Pălatca, Kisulon/Puini, Vaa-
amarás/Cămăraș, Mesaa/Saa an Magarsoát/Suatu,2 ic 
te claim to elong to te same etnograic unit. e muc roa-
er marriage relations o te Visa/Vișea Romanians concerne all te 
illages aroun Magaralata/Pălatca excet Kisogács/Băgaciu, 
Magarete/Petea an Légen/Legii, an aart rom tese te rarel 
marrie it te inaitants o te Romanian illages along te Kis 
Samos/Someșul Mic, ut not at all it te inaitants o te Tóié/
Lacurile Geaca. Until te 60s, Hungarian an Romanian men rom 
Visa/Vișea attene eeen ances in te illages elonging to te 
marriage circle outline ere.

Conclusions
e aoe iision is mainl ase on te analsis o te Hungarian 
ance material. In terms o te ormal an structural caracteristics o 
Romanian coule ances, as ell as te moti reertoire, te Meség/
Plain an te surrouning small roinces resent a rater omoge-
neous icture, an onl in te case o te men’s ances, ic mae u 
a muc smaller art o te ance stoc tan te coule ances, o e 
see regional ierences similar to tose o te Hungarians.22 All tis 
arns us tat it is ort reieing an rening te asects on te asis 
o ic e conuct our ialectological inestigations. In m oinion, 

 I exerience tis at seeral estials ere e trie to get ancers rom te 
Tóié/Lacurile Geaca an te Magaralata/Pălatca area to ance it eac 
oter.

20 Istán Páai’s most recent ma also mars te Tóié/Lacurile Geaca an te 
Bels-Meséget/Inner Plain searatel (Páai an Aoni)

2 e marrie less requentl it eole rom Boncia/Bonția, Válasút/
Răscruci, Mócs/Mociu, Megéres/Girișu an Kálán/Căianu, an occasion-
all it eole rom Légen/Legii an Sé/Sic. In aition, some Hungarian 
amilies o Kötelen/Găălin an Zsu/Jucu are o Visa/Vișea origin.

22 e Romanian ance material is all te more ort examining, as since te 
8t centur te Romanians ae een te most imortant etnic grou in te 
Meség/Plain.
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in te case o te ances, te stu o te smmetrical ulsating air 
ances non as te Gypsy dance, te csárdás/ceardaş, te szökős/bătuta 
an te sűrű/des is o articular imortance, since, unlie te meǹ s 
ance, te maorit o te eole o te Meség/Plain no an still 
ance tem. is iea is suorte  te act tat in te ast maorit 
o cases, te locals istinguis eteen tese ances en ening 
ance istricts.

All tis also sos tat en examining ance ialects, e soul 
e careul it our national or etnic ocus, an tat in te uture it 
oul e ortile to examine te ance culture o te Meség/
Plain rom a Romanian, Saxon an Roma ersectie in aition to te 
Hungarian one.2 It is ort quoting Károl Kós: “e Meség/Plain 
is te common omelan o te Romanian an Hungarian eole, an 
een o te settle Saxon an te Gs etnic grou liing in some 
illages on its Norteastern erier. As suc, it is oious tat te 
„Meség/Plain” secicit can arl e unerstoo itout taing 
tis into account” ( “A Meség”, ol. : 8). Among Romanian re-
searcers, Anca Giurcescu re attention to te interetnic realtions 
o te ance culture o te illages in Central Translania (Giurcescu 
an Blolan, 275).24 Suc researc, ic sees to exlore te inter-et-
nic an transnational asects o ance culture, oul require a cange 
in aroac an metoolog, an oul also necessitate te creation 
o ne teoretical rameors.25

2 Accoring to our resent nolege, ic is suercial rom tis oint o ie, 
consiering te ormal aearance o te ances, te accomaning music an 
te relate use o sace, it seems tat in te case o te Roma ances in te areas 
o Central Translania e oul get a muc more omogeneous icture tan 
ot Hungarian an Romanian. It is conceiale tat a stu ocusing on Roma 
culture rom a Roma etnic ersectie oul interret Central Translania as 
a single large ance ialect.

24 I agree it Colin Quigle’s next statement: “Dance traition, I oul argue, 
as ractice among ierent etnic communities in central Translania is […] 
mixe an icult, i not imossile to isentangle. Etnic istinctions tat can 
e mae an tat are use to mar etnic ierence are usuall onl releant 
in local contexts. is is articularl so in te Meség/Câmia Translaniei 
central region” (Quigle, 2).

25 Görg Martin alrea reerre to tis in a 84 stu: “Toa te eoles o 
East Central Euroe remain unaare o te act tat teir secic national 
ance cultures ae common roots an o similarl teir national ances ae 
eole. e ulic oinion consiers tese ances to e iniiual an unique, 
originating in te istant an a ast o te nation. In realit, te ierences 
in te easant ance culture o arious eoles ere create  te ierent ace 
an ases o istorical eeloment in smaller or larger regions. e ierenc-
es eriing rom elate eeloment ere emasie  national elites; te 
lle tem it ieological meaning an mae tem sere teir on olitical 
oecties uring te erio o national aaening. e ultimate goal o olitical 
an cultural eorts uring tis erio as te acieement o national ineen-
ence an te emonstration o te istinct cultural staning o ineenent 
national communities. Stressing istinctness one-siel as ustie as long as 
national ineenence a not et een aciee. But te oecties o national 
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“Researc to ate on te regional segmentation o ol culture re-
ects a concet o culture tat unerstans culture as a set o roucts 
tat can e escrie an measure,” rites Csongor Köncei in 2002. 
He rigtl oints out tat, in contrast, little attention as een ai to 
cultural rocesses (“A  regionális ientitástuat”, 7). I eliee tat te 
solution to tis rolem, an te clarication o te notion o „transi-
tional territor”, also questione  Csongor Köncei, lies in carring 
out micro-leel stuies sensitie to canges oer time. Not onl oul 
tis sole te rolem o uneen collections, ut it oul also ne-tune 
te no rater rigi rameor itin ic Martin an is colleages 
stuie ance culture an te srea o relate cultural elements. Suc 
stuies migt so tat certain enomena o ance culture coul ae 
een rougt to quite istant laces, een  uming troug cultural 
units reiousl tougt to e close (te scool, te curc, te ance 
masters, or eras te inuence o contemorar literac, or examle). 
e question o migration also nees to e examine in more etail, as 
Márta Belénes i it te Selers o Buoina (“Kultúra és tánc”). 
Finall, te relationsi eteen traitional an contemorar culture 
nees to e reconsiere. Some o m stuies so, or examle, tat 
tere ae een canges in easant culture in te ierent ases o 
acculturation, cause  moernisation in te 20t centur (estials, 
cinema, etc.), canges ic ae let teir mar on te traitional 
ance culture o some illages (“e Necessit”, 5).

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
I oul lie to tan János Fügei, Zoltán Karácson an Csilla 
Köncei an Colin Quigle or teir el in riting tis stu.

is stu as create in te rameor o roect no. K 24270 ia 
te K_7 researc uning rogram it te suort o te National 
Researc, Deeloment an Innoation Fun.

Englis translation: Attila SEPRŐDI

Bibliography
Balog, Balás, an Ágnes Fülemile. Társadalom, tájszerkezet, identitás 

Kalotaszegen [Societ, lanscae structure, ientit in te Lan o 
Călata]. Aaémiai Kiaó, 2004.

Baraás, Lásló. “A Meség nérai öronalai és els tagolóásána 
érései” [e etnograic contours an internal iision o te 

ineenence ae  an large een accomlise. Toa e soul loo ac 
uon te entusiastic out o te eeloment o national cultures as aults. 
Instea o cultiating istorical mts urter, researc must ring to ligt real 
istorical interrelationsis in te interest o unreuice national sel-con-
sciousness” (Martin, “Peasant”, 2).



78

H S Y

Translanian Plain], Mezőség: Történelem, örökség, társadalom [e 
Translanian Plain: Histor, Heritage, Societ], eite  Vilmos 
Keseg an Zsolt Saó. Műelés, 200, . 56.

Bárt, Dániel. “Történeti olloristia Magarorságon: Elméne 
és tálato” [Historical olloristics in Hungar: anteceents an 
ersecties], Etnoszkóp, ol. 2. no. . 202, . 2.

Belénes Márta. Kultúra és tánc a bukovinai székelyeknél [Culture an 
ance among te Selers o Buoina], 58, Aaémiai Kiaó.

Bucşan, Anrei. “A  román nétánc saátosságai” [Peculiarities o 
Romanian ol ance] Tánctudományi Tanulmányok 197677 
[Stuies in ance 76-77], eite  Eit Kaosi an Ern Pesoár. 
A  Magar Táncműése Söetsége Tuomános Tagoata, . 
4.

Fügei, János. “Görg Martin’s Meto or Analing Dance 
Structures.” Selected Papers of György Martin, eite  János Fügei 
et al., RCH Institute or Musicolog / Hungarian Heritage House, 
2020, . 2.

Giurcescu, Anca an Sunni Blolan. Romanian Traditional Dance: 
A Contextual and Structural Approach. 5, Mill Valle, CA: Wil 
Floer Press.

Hoer, Tamás. “Historical Strata an Euroean Relations o Hungarian 
Fol Culture in te Context o Görg Martin’s Dance Researc.” 
Selected Papers of György Martin, eite  János Fügei et al., RCH 
Institute or Musicolog / Hungarian Heritage House, 2020, . 
672.

Kallós, Zoltán. “Táncagománo eg meségi aluan” [Dance 
traitions in a illage in te Translanian Plain] Tánctudományi 
Tanulmányok 196364 [Stuies in ance 6-64] eite  
Dienes Geeon, Magar Táncműése Söetsége Tuomános 
Biottsága, 64, . 25252.

   . “Aaléo a ésa-meségi magarság néraáo” [Aitions 
to te Etnogra o te Hungarians o te Nortern Translanian 
Plain], Művelődés, ol. 2, no. . 7, . 68.

   . “Ésa-meségi magar néene. Tóié: Cege  Feetela 
 Vasassentgottár.” Kísérsöeg a Kallós arcíum  auióa-
ettááo [Hungarian ol music o te Nortern Translanian 
Plain. Lacurile Geaca: Țaga  Lacu  Sucutar. Accomaning text 
to  auiocassettes o te Kallós arcie], Válasút Néműéseti 
Egesület, .

Kaecsánsi Máté. “Tánctuomán és társaalomtörténet” [Dance 
an social istor], Tánctudományi Tanulmányok 20202021 
[Stuies in ance 2020202], eite  Líia Fucs et al., Magar 
Táncműéseti Egetem / Magar Tánctuománi Társaság, 202, 
. 686.

Keseg, Vilmos. “A eréli Meség nérai iroalma” [Etnograic 
literature o te Translanian Plain], Mezőség: Történelem, örökség, 
társadalom [e Translanian Plain: Histor, Heritage, Societ], 



7

Gph Db f h Td D C  Mző

eite  Vilmos Keseg an Zsolt Saó, Műelés, 208, . 
752.

Kiss, Jen. “Nel és nelárás” [Language an language ialect], 
Magyar dialektológia [Hungarian ialectolog], eite  Jen Kiss, 
Osiris Kiaó, 200, . 7.

Kós, Károl. A  Mezőség néprajza, ol. . [e Etnogra o te 
Translanian Plain ol. .], Mentor, 2000.

   . A Mezőség néprajza, ol. 2. [e Etnogra o te Translanian 
Plain ol. 2], Mentor, 2000.

Kósa Lásló. Paraszti polgárosulás és a népi kultúra táji megoszlása 
Magyarországon: 18801920 [Peasant ourgeois ciiliation an te 
lanscae istriution o ol culture in Hungar: 88020]

Köncei, Csilla. “Dance as Multimeial Poetic Communication.” 
Táncelméleti írások / Writings in Dance eory: 19872004, Csilla 
Köncei, EFES, 200, . 446.

   . “On te Veral Reresentation on Non-Veral Rites.” Táncelméleti 
írások / Writings in Dance eory: 19872004, Csilla Köncei, EFES, 
200, .677.

      . “Has Dance Researc Been Structuralist Linguistic Moels 
an Linguistic Analogies an te Concet o Structure in Görg 
Martin’s Structural Analsis o Dance.” A  mozgás misztériuma: 
Tanulmányok Fügedi János tiszteletére, eite  Dóra Pál-Koács an 
Viien Sni, L’Harmattan, 2020, . 26.

   . “A ’60-as’80-as ée magar nétáncutatásána ée a cigán 
ultúráról: esémóo és ostáloási rensere [Hungarian ol 
ance researc on Gs culture in te ‘60s an ‘80s: iscourses an 
classication sstems], Aranykapu: tanulmányok Pozsony Ferenc tisz-
teletére [Golen Gate: stuies in onour o Ferenc Poson], eite  
Zsolt Jaa Alert an Istán Kina, Kria János Nérai Társaság 
 Saatéri Nérai Múeum  Séel Nemeti Múeum, 205, 
. 828.

Köncei Csongor. “A regionális ientitástuat atár(talanság) éetei: 
A átmeneti ié ogalmána örülíratatlanságáról [e rontier 
(orer) images o regional ientit consciousness: on te inescri-
ailit o te notion o te transitional lanscae], Lenyomatok: atal 
kutatók a népi kultúráról [Imrints: Young researcers on oular cul-
ture], eite  Töötöm Saó Á., Kria János Nérai Társaság, 
2002, . 728.

   . “A  aranosséi táncultúráról, mint eg leetséges tánci-
aletusról” [On te Aranos Seat ance culture as a ossile ance 
ialect], Művelődés, ol. 58, no. 0, 2005. 6.

Kürti, Lásló. “Etnomusicolog, Fol Traition, an Resonsiilit: 
Romanian  Hungarian Intellectual Persecties.” European Meetings 
in Ethnomusicology, , eite  Marin Marian Bălașa, Romanian 
Societ or Etnomusicolog, . 777.

Lata, Lásló. Széki gyűjtés [Collection o Sic], Néenei Monográá 
2. [Monogras o ol music 2.], Zeneműiaó, 54



80

H S Y

Magar, Zoltán. A  magyar kultúra régiói 2: Felföld, Erdély, Moldva 
[Regions o Hungarian Culture 2: Higlans, Translania, 
Molaia], Mérté Kiaó, 20.

Martin, Görg. “A séi agománo eleeése és seree a mag-
arorsági ollorimusan” [e iscoer an role o Sé/Sic 
traitions in Hungarian ollore], Ethnographia, ol. , no. , 82, 
. 78.

   . “Magyar tánctípusok és táncdialektusok” [Hungarian ance tes 
an ance ialects], Planétás Kiaó, (70) 5.

   . “Perorming Stles in Dances o te Caratian Basin.” Selected 
Papers of György Martin, eite  János Fügei et al., RCH Institute 
or Musicolog / Hungarian Heritage House, 2020, . 7884.

   . “e Relationsi eteen Hungarian an Romanian Dance 
Follore in te Euroean Context.” Selected Papers of György Martin, 
edited by János Fügedi et al., RCH Institute for Musicology / Hungarian 
Heritage House, 2020, pp. 168177.

   . “Peasant Dance Traitions an National Dance Tes in East 
Central Euroe eteen te Sixteent an Nineteent Centuries.” 
Selected Papers of György Martin, eite  János Fügei et al., RCH 
Institute or Musicolog / Hungarian Heritage House, 2020, . 
20025.

   . “Hungarian Dance Dialects. Selected Papers of György Martin, eit-
e  János Fügei et al., RCH Institute or Musicolog / Hungarian 
Heritage House, 2020, . 2608 .

Páai Istán. “A eréli nagtá a néra-, néene és nétáncutatás 
semléletéen” [e Translanian Plain in te ersectie o et-
nogra, ol music an ol ance researc], A Kriza János Néprajzi 
Társaság Évkönyve 13: Tanulmányok Gazda Klára 60. születésnapjára 
[e Annals o te Kria János Nérai Társaság : Stuies or 
te 60t irta o Klára Gaa], eite  Vilmos Keseg an 
Tela Ttsegi, Kria János Nérai Társaság, 2005, Kolosár, . 
547.

Páai Istán an Aoni Görg. A Magyar nyelvterület fontosabb népra-
jzi tájai [e most imortant etnograic regions o te Hungarian 
language area], Téré. 2020. tt://aai.u/nerai-tere/

Pesoár, Ern. “Euróai táncultúra  nemeti táncultúrá” 
[Euroean ance culture  national ance cultures], Magyar néptán-
chagyományok [Hungarian ol ance traitions], eite  Laos 
Leles, Zemenűiaó, 80, . 8  0.

Quigle, Colin. “Nationalism an Scolarsi in Translanian 
Etnocoreolog.” Balkan Dance: Essays on Characteristics, 
Performance and Teaching, eite  Anton Sa, McFarlan & 
Coman, 2008, . 62.

Sni Viien. “e Signicance o Görg Martin’s Historical 
an Comaratie Stuies in Hungarian an International 
Etnocoreolog.” Selected Papers of György Martin, eite  János 



8

Gph Db f h Td D C  Mző

Fügei et al., RCH Institute or Musicolog / Hungarian Heritage 
House, 2020, . 08.

Varga Sánor. “Nétáncutatás a eréli Meségen” [Fol ance re-
searc in te Translanian Plain], Művelődés, ol. 60, no. 6, 2007, 
. 2224. tt://.mueloes.ro/inex./Cii=46

   . “Formai áltoáso a eréli Bels-Meség táncésletéen a 
20. sáa olamán” [Formal canges in te ance reertoire o te 
Inner Translanian Plain uring te 20t centur], Kultúra  érték 
 változás a táncművészetben, a táncpedagógiában és a tánckutatásban 
[Culture  alue  cange in ance, ance eucation an ance re-
searc], eite  Bolári et al., Magar Táncműéseti Fisola, 
20, . 22227.

t t: //rea l .mta .u /2055//Formai_a ltoaso _a_ere-
l i_Belso_Meoseg_tances leteen_a_20._saa_ola-
man_u_2246.686.

   . 20 “A  nemesi ultúra atásai a meségi arasti 
műeltségre táncan és enéen” [e imact o te nole culture on 
te easant culture o ance an music in te Translanian Plain], 
Ethnographia, ol. 24, no. 4, 20, . 47484

tt://real.mta.u/20554//A_nemesi_ultura_atasai_a_meosegi_
arasti_mueltsegre_tancan_es_eneen_u_22450.22204.

   . “Zenésogaás a eréli Meségen” [Welcoming musicians 
in te Translanian Plain], Zenetudományi Dolgozatok 20132014, 
eite  Gáor Kiss, MTA BTK Zenetuománi Intéet, 206, 
. 25287.

tt://real.mta.u/86//PDFsam_Dolgoato-20204_e.


   . Változások egy mezőségi falu XX. századi tánckultúrájában [Canges 
in te 20t-centur ance culture o a illage in te Translanian 
Plain], ELTE BTK Történelemtuománi Dotori Isola, Néra 
 Euróai Etnológia Dotori Program, PD issertation tt://re-
al-.mta.u/554/7/arga_issertacio_otonelul.

   . “e Necessit o Contextual Economic, Social, an Political 
Analsis in Fol Dance Researc: On te Lessons o Researc 
Conucte in Hossúetén, Kauár an Végár.” Traditional Music 
and Dance in Contemporary Culture(s), eite  Jana Amróoá an 
Bernar Gara, Constantine te Pilosoer Uniersit in Nitra, . 
2205.

   .“To Traitional Central Translanian Dances an eir 
Economic an Cultural/Political Bacgroun.” Acta Ethnographica 
Hungarica ol. 65, no. , 2020, . 64.

   . “e Scientic Legac o Görg Martin.” Selected Papers of 
György Martin, eite 

János Fügei et al., RCH Institute or Musicolog / Hungarian Heritage 
House, 2020, . 867.

   . “Reassessing Conclusions in Görg Martin’s Case Stuies.” 
Selected Papers of György



82

H S Y

Martin, eite  János Fügei et al., RCH Institute or Musicolog / 
Hungarian Heritage House.

Author’s prole
Sánor Varga (PD) is senior lecturer at te Deartment o Etnogra 
an Cultural Antroolog o te Uniersit o Sege (Hungar), 
an local conener o te Coremunus Program. He is scientic 
co-orer at te Institute or Musicolog o te Hungarian Acaem 
o Sciences an seres as resient o te Hungarian Association or 
Etnocoreolog. His main researc areas are ance olloristics an 
social etnogra in te Aline-Caratian Region.


