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On the rendition of vowel length in Petre Hektorovié’s Ribanje (1568)

Willem Vermeer

[Note on the 2009 version. This article first appeared in Studies in Slavic and General Linguistics 24, 1998,

465-526. The present version is identical to the printed text with the following exceptions:

— A handful of obvious typos and very minor infelicities have been tacitly corrected.

— In one case (section 5.3 sub (1)) a clarifying remark has been added in square brackets to correct a
misleading formulation.

—  The endnotes (pp. 518-523) have been changed to footnotes.

— The page numbers of the original edition have been added, as in the following example: “which
|496| length”, meaning that “which” is the last word on p. 495 and “length” the first on p. 496.
However, where words were originally printed partly on one and partly on another page, page num-
bers have been put after them rather than in the middle, as in “accentual |471|” instead of *“ac-
|471|centual”.]

1.1 The purpose of this contribution’

In 1568 the Venetian printer Giovanni Francesco Camocio (or Camozio) published a
modest-looking book entitled RIBANYE I RIBARSCHO PRIGOVARANYE I RAZLICHE STVARI INE
SLOXENE PO PETRETV HECTOROVICHIV HVARANINV. In the original edition, “Ribanje”
opens as follows:

Vtéxe ndredni = Bartuceuichiu moy,
Sfim gliubchi i medni = chi znayil razum tudy:
Choyinas sfih brdni = u potribe nafce,
I brez ¢qudrni hrdni = chacho zldte cafce:
Choyinas sfih chruni = po mnoga zlamenyd,
Choyimfmo pripuni = sfachdéga poctényd:
Naydoh ¢téch lipu ftuar = gdi mudri gouoré,
Brez izminé nifctdr = dugo [tdt ne more.?

Most of the vowels that carry an acute accent in this fragment are long in most SCr
systems that happen to have retained the inherited system of vowel quantities with-
out fundamental changes.

The realization that the accents in the Hektorovi¢’s 1568 book render vowel length
is quite old, see already Mareti¢ (1889: 23), cf. also Mladenovi¢ (1968: 22-23) and

1T am indebted to Adriaan Barentsen for his moral support at a critical stage of the preparation of the
typescript.
2 Quoted on the basis of the photographic reproduction (1953).



Wagner (1970: 25-29). Unfortunately the material has never been evaluated and it is
the purpose of this contribution to make a beginning with that task by examining
some of the principal features of Hektorovié’s use of accent marks. Due to limitations
of space and the complexity of the issues involved, discussion of many important
problems will have to be deferred to another occasion.

The article is intended as a tribute to Milan ReSetar, whose epoch-making descrip-
tion of the language of the lectionaries appeared exactly |466| a century ago and
whose investigation of vowel quantity as marked in the texts of the sixteenth-century
Dubrovnik playwright Marin DrZi¢ (ReSetar 1927) is so far the only detailed treat-
ment of vowel length in a pre-modern Croatian text corpus written in the Latin al-
phabet. In my view the factual mistakes and incorrect readings ReSetar’s investigation
contains (van den Berk 1969) do not detract from the value of his conclusions or the
solidity of his method.?

1.2 The text

Although the 1568 edition may conceivably not have been the first, it is the earliest
to have survived. A second edition appeared in 1638, again in Venice, with three of
the “stvari ine” omitted and a large number of typographical errors added, a fact
about which the critical notes accompanying Vonc¢ina’s edition (1986) leave no
doubt. Since Hektorovié¢’s manuscripts are lost and the second edition is entirely
based on the first, the 1568 book is the closest we can get to Hektorovié¢’s intentions.

All modern editions produced so far have suppressed all information about vowel
length. This holds even for the critical editions published in the series Stari pisci
hrvatski (1874 and 1986). Hence as a measure preliminary to making the present
contribution possible at all it has proved necessary to establish a new text reproduc-
ing as closely as possible the 1568 edition, on the basis of the photographic reprint
that appeared in Zagreb in 1953 and the textual remarks in the critical editions, in
particular Von¢ina’s (1986). The problems raised by the text (most of which are any-
how marginal from the point of view of accentuation) will be discussed elsewhere.

In connection with the fourth centennial of the 1568 book quite a few publications
were devoted to Hektorovié’s language, notably Klai¢ (1968), Mladenovié¢ (1968), and
Wagner (1970). There are few if any pre-modern Croatian authors about whose lan-
guage so much has been written. Hektorovié¢’s language is a representative of the
great tradition of producing texts in the Latin alphabet on a coastal or insular Caka-
vian basis. The tradition appears to have arisen at some stage before the middle of the
fourteenth century in North Dalmatia (Rab, Zadar, Sibenik) and subsequently spread

3 Another important investigation into vowel quantity in a sixteenth-century text is Stjepan Iv§ié¢’s well-
known analysis of the language of Pergosi¢ (1937), which however is much less detailed than ReSetar’s
work on Marin DrZié.

* Several editions have limited themselves to “Ribanje”, omitting the “stvari ine” altogether; the most
important of these are Ramiro Bujas’s 1951 edition, with its indispensable commentary, and Marko
Grcié’s parallel translation published in 1988. For a list of editions up to the mid eighties see Voncina
(1986: 33-34).



to Central Dalmatia (Split, Hvar). In the hands of Maruli¢, Hektorovi¢, Zoranié,
Barakovi¢ and others it became the vehicle of a remarkable secular literature. For a
discussion of |467| the origin of the tradition see Vermeer (1996; on Hektorovi¢’s po-
sition in it see Table J, p. 305).°

1.3 Accent symbols in Hektorovié: generalities

The fragment quoted in the introduction, brief though it is, strongly suggests that the
acute accent does not indicate the place of the stress. If it did, the frequent presence
of two acute accents on the same word form (as in ndredni, brdni, hrdni, poctényd,
mudri) would be difficult to understand. Moreover, it is only in very few attested sys-
tems that we find the stress on the syllables that carry an accent mark in such exam-
ples as VItéxe, sfachdga or izminé. Such systems exist in two areas where the place of
the stress is determined by a general rule that operates starting from the end of the
word, as in classical Latin:

(1) Central Cakavian Ostarije and surroundings, on which see Ivi¢ (1961: 200-202)
with references to earlier literature.

(2) The northeastern part of the Kajkavian dialect area, e.g. Virje, on which see Fan-
cev (1907) and Loncarié¢ (1977: 228), cf. also the discussion in Vermeer (1979:
373-374).

Both areas are quite far away from Dalmatia. All Dalmatian prosodic systems we
know anything about (from Rab in the north to Dubrovnik in the south) are much
more conservative. Indeed, most of them have retained the Proto-Slavic place of the
stress without significant modifications. This holds in particular for the systems that
can be assumed to continue Hektorovié’s linguistic background (Hvar and surround-
ing islands). Hence it would not be realistic to expect that the accentual system re-
flected in Hektorovi¢’s language displays the effects of far-reaching innovations of the
kind found in OStarije and Virje.

It is also likely on the basis of the quoted fragment already that accent marks are
not obligatory in the sense that they are printed on each and every vowel that hap-
pens to be long. The pronoun ‘koji’ is used twice in what would seem to be exactly

5 In this connection I would like to make my position clear on an issue that is often regarded as unprob-
lematical. The undeniable fact that Classical Cakavian is close to the language actually spoken in North
and Central Dalmatia has tempted scholars to jump to the conclusion that pre-modern Cakavian authors
wrote in their local dialects, at least in principle, so that, say, Zorani¢, Maruli¢ and Hektorovié¢ are pre-
sented as using the spoken dialects of Zadar, Split and the western part of Hvar respectively. This picture
is not only unlikely on general grounds (dialect poetry is by and large a product of Romanticism), but
impossible to reconcile with the evidence of the texts themselves, which invariably combine features that
can never have figured simultaneously in a single |519| local dialect. An example: from the Split Lectio-
nary of 1495 onwards the masculine singular [l-participle in -o (like modern standard bio) is quite com-
mon in Classical Cakavian. Yet with very few and marginal exceptions all Cakavian dialects have either
retained the original ending -l or carried through innovations that are incompatible with the previous
presence of -o (e.g. complete loss of final -l or the rise of forms like bija), all of which are also attested in
Classical Cakavian.



parallel fashion (lines 3 and 5). Yet it carries no accent mark the first time (Choyinas)
and an acute accent the next (Choyinas). Similarly if the acute accent in tudy was in-
tended, it is reasonable to expect one in moy, too.

The optional character of Hektorovi¢’s accent marks is in line with practices of in-
dicating prosodic features as current in pre-modern times. It gives rise to the problem
of determining how often length is actually indicated and how often it is left un-
marked. Borrowing Zaliznjak’s |468| convenient term (1990: 18), we have to deter-
mine the “koéfficient vyraZennosti” of vowel length in Hektorovié’s book. This is the
principal issue addressed in this contribution. It can only be approached on the basis
of large quantities of factual material.

1.4 On presenting the material
The principles adhered to in listing examples are the following:

(1) Unless otherwise indicated, lists of examples are exhaustive. However, examples
that are somehow problematic and could not have been incorporated without de-
tailed discussion have been tacitly omitted.

(2) All examples are cited in the original orthography. Hektorovi¢’s orthography is by
a long stretch the best system for writing the language in the Latin alphabet to
have been devised before the Counter-Reformation (e.g. Faust Vranc¢i¢ and Bartol
Kasic). Nothing is gained by transcribing examples in modernized orthography.®

(3) Contrary to Hektorovié’s practice, who often incorporates clitics into his word
forms, modern word boundaries will be observed. If, for instance, it would be ne-
cessary to adduce the forms of the pronoun “koji” attested in the fragment given
in the beginning of this article, they would be cited as follows: Nsm Choyi (3),
Choyi (5), Ism/n Choyim (6), rather than Choyinas, Choyinas, Choyim/mo.

6 For Hektorovi¢’s orthography see Mladenovi¢ (1968: 7-22) and Wagner (1970: 20-25). The principal

differences with respect to the modern system are the following:

— sis printed as [ and s, e.g. stado, paftir;

—  y corresponds to modern j, e.g. moy;

— Hektorovié¢’s u stands for modern v and u, e.g. nouu ‘novu’; capital V is the equivalent of u, e.g.
Vuidro “u vidro’; in certain clusters and in syllable-final position -v usually appears as f, e.g. sfe ‘sve’,
sfoy ‘svoj’, plaf ‘plav’, [puftif ‘spustiv’, neprdfdu ‘nepravdu’;

— modern $, Z, and ¢ appear as fc/sc, x, and ¢ respectively, whereas Hektorovié’s ¢ is the counterpart of
modern c, e.g. slufcay ‘slusaj’, Zndfc ‘znas’, potéxe ‘poteze’, cafce ‘Case’, mrixicu ‘mriZicu’;

— modern lj /1/ and nj /1/ appear as gl and gn (in syllable-final position or before i) or gli and gni (be-
fore other vowels than i), priategl ‘prijatelj’, Zadouoglni ‘zadovoljni’, zlouogliti ‘zlovoljiti’, gliudem ‘lju-
dem’, gnimi ‘njimi’, gniega ‘njega’;

— modern k appears as ch, e.g. chacho ‘kako’, fcchodu ‘Skodu’, sfachomu ‘svakomu’, chgnixnigi
‘knjiZnici’;

— modern ¢ appears as ch (in syllable-final position or before i) or chi (before other vowels than i), e.g.
pomdéch ‘pomoé’, uechi ‘veci’, xefcchi ‘ZeS¢i’, urachiafce ‘vracéase’, frichiu ‘sri¢u’;

— it follows that the only significant ambiguity is provided by the letter u and by the sequences gn, gl
and ch in syllable-final position and before i.



(4) Only a single type of capital letters is used. Examples which in the original text
begin with large initials followed by ordinary capitals (e.g. VItéxe) will be quoted
with ordinary capitals (e.g. VItéxe).

References to the original text are provided according to the following system, which
incorporates the traditional numbering of the verses of the various pieces; in addition
to that, minor prose sections such as headings are explicitly included and the seven
different pieces involved are identified by the use of letters (with absence of an iden-
tifying letter indicating “Ribanje”):

Oa Title page of the book (prose).

0b Heading of “Ribanje” (prose).

Oc Heading of the First Day of “Ribanje” (prose).

1-508 The First Day of “Ribanje” (verse).

508a Heading of the Second Day of “Ribanje” (prose).
509-1078 The Second Day of “Ribanje” (verse).

1078a Heading of the Third Day of “Ribanje” (prose).
1079-1684 The Third Day of “Ribanje” (verse). |469|

a0 Heading of the first letter to MikSa Pelegrinovi¢ (prose).
al-a60 Main text of the first letter to M.P. (prose).

a6l Concluding remark about the first letter to M.P. (prose).
b0 Heading of the second letter to M.P. (prose).

b1-b15 Main text of the second letter to M.P. (the nature of the material is

heterogeneous: b1-b4 and b12 are prose, whereas b5-b11 and b13-b15
are verse reproducing lines 595-601 and 698-700 of “Ribanje” respec-

tively).
cO Heading of the letter to Gracioza Lovrinceva (prose).
cl1-c202 Text of the letter to G.L. (verse).
do Heading of the epitaph to Frane Hektorovié¢ (prose).
d1-d46 Text of the epitaph to F.H. (verse).
e0 Heading of the letter to Hjeronim Bartucevié (prose).
el-e60 Main text of the letter to H.B. (verse).
e60a-e60b Concluding remarks about the letter to H.B. (prose).
fo Heading of the letter to “Mavro kalujer” alias Mavro Vetranovié¢
(prose).
f1-f160 Main text of the letter to M.k. (verse).

f160a-f160b  Concluding remarks about the letter to M.k. (prose).

Unfortunately a traditional internal numbering is absent in the case of the two letters
to Miksa Pelegrinovi¢ (the two major prose pieces) and I have been forced to adopt a
system of my own devising, for which I refer to the Appendix.

A small proportion of the text (mainly headings of various kinds) is printed entire-
ly in capitals. Since in such fragments no accent symbols are used they will not be
taken into account here. They are: Oa, Ob, Oc, 508a, 1078a, a0, b0, b4, b12, c0, dO,
e0, e60b, f0, f160b.



2.1 Some statistics

The text contains approximately 28581 vowel letters, of which some 3389 (12%) car-
ry an accent symbol. These figures should be understood as approximations, despite
their apparent exactness. The photographic reproduction does not allow one to tell in
all cases whether or not a vowel carries an accent symbol and, if so, which. Moreover,
the decision whether or not a given letter is a vowel letter is to some degree arbitrary,
notably in the case of u, which corresponds to both u and v in modern orthography.
|470|

There are some differences between the five different types of vowel letters (see
Table A).

basic attested number of which  percentage
colour  possibilities of attestations accented  accented

a a, A4 a 6937 1289 19%

e e E é e 5330 678 13%

i iy, Lii 7773 522 7%

0 0,0,6,0,0 5524 433 8%

u u, U, 4,1 3017 467 15%

Table A: proportion of accented vowels

2.2 The problem of i

The low frequency of 7 is caused by a curious property of the printed text. Table B
shows what is going on. It turns out that the number of occurrences of 7 fluctuates
much more strongly than that of the other vowels. From the beginning of “Ribanje”
up to verse 800 the proportion of accented { is similar to that of é. Then it drops to
about half of its earlier frequency. After verse 1411 of “Ribanje” there are only 24
attestations.

stretch total i i i perc. {
1-800 2576 2230 343 3 13%
801-1411 2195 2043 150 2 7%
801-1200 1415 1334 80 1 6%
1201-1411 780 709 70 1 9%
1412-f160a 3002 2978 24 0 0.8%

Table B: the case of i

In view of this it will be necessary in the sequel to differentiate between the three sec-
tions of the book, as follows:

— A (1-800): use of i comparable to that of other vowels.
— B (801-1411): i used considerably less than other accented vowels.
— C (1412-f160a): { virtually absent.



This is not the only problem involving the letter i. Wagner (1970: 27) has drawn at-
tention to several instances of what would seem to look like the printed sequence /7 in
positions in which length is surprising in the light of what is otherwise known about
the average SCr accentual |471| system, e.g. pofidé (32), fi (no reference, but many
attestations, cf. 366, 371, 372, 373 etc.). Wagner regards these examples as “wypadki
mylnego ugycia znaku " na oznaczenie samogtosek krotkich”.

As a matter of fact it is unlikely that in such examples an acute was actually in-
tended. The sequence [i is usually printed as a single typographical unit and if it is,
the dot on the i may resemble an acute accent and often does. There are several rea-
sons for not actually reading acute accents in such cases.

Most importantly, the sequence [i is frequently printed in this way in the Latin and
Italian passages in the book in positions where an acute accent would be totally out
of place, e.g. fitim, prompfit, rifit, figna in the Latin poem on p. 49r. Unless we are
prepared to read these words as *fitim, promplit, rifit, [igna, we are not entitled either
to read an acute accent in words that are printed in exactly similar fashion in the
Croatian text.

Moreover, a genuine sequence fi, with the 7/ making up a distinct typographical
element, is also used from time to time: Ns fin ‘son’ (486), prls profim (332), Is fincom
(746). This shows that there was a perfectly satisfactory way of printing the sequence
Jiif it was really considered necessary.

Finally, as seen by Wagner, if an acute accent is read in such instances of fi with
an acute-like dot on the i, we are stuck with quite a few examples of length that do
not tally at all with the remainder of the evidence offered by Hektorovié’s text, e.g. in
Gs [ilé (22), imp2s befidi (130), NAp befide (543), NAp f[idine (477), du firomaha
(528), imperf2/3s befiydfce (598), inf fifti (728), etc. It goes without saying, however,
that this point will acquire force only after the principal characteristics of the accen-
tual system reflected in Hektorovié’s text will have been established, which is not yet
the case.

2.3 Other irregular distributions

The only capital letter to appear with an accent symbol is O. It is attested only five
times, always in the pronominal Ns On and in a limited stretch of the book (1207,
1317, 1386, 1402, 1462). Inside this stretch there are three attestations of On without
an accent mark (1240, 1354, 1414), outside it another eleven (128, 389, 464, 538,
737, 757, 966, 1107, 1604, 1617, c51). When not printed with a capital letter, ac-
cented 6n (365, 742, 777, 938, 1043, 1167, 1191, 1198, 1243, 1360, 1383, 1399,
1441, 1466, 1543, 1626) outnumbers unaccented on (29, |472| 474, 489, 557, 606,
744, 1012, 1363, e59) by more than three to two (16/9).

Less spectacular fluctuations that appear to involve all vowels are presented in ta-
ble C. It turns out that in the beginning of “Ribanje” the proportion of vowel letters
provided with an acute accent is far above average. From then on to the end of “Rib-
anje” the proportion of vowels provided with an acute hovers around 13%, with the
following exceptions: the two bugarstice (523-591, 595-685) are much more sparingly
accented than the main text, a fact that becomes evident as soon as one separates the



bugarstice from the dvanaesterci; the stretch consisting of the verses 701-800 is more
consistently accented than average, whereas the stretch consisting of the verses 1401-
1500 is sparingly accented. Note also that the “Stvari ine” are significantly less abun-
dantly accented than “Ribanje”.

stretch vowels’” acute a é i 6,0 1
1-100 1205 220 (18%) 66 41 61 23 29
101-200 1215 158 (13%) 59 18 42 22 17
201-300 1241 164 (13%) 58 26 44 14 22
301-400 1208 160 (13%) 44 27 43 26 20
401-500 1202 166 (14%) 59 29 36 16 26
501-600 1311 126 (10%) 52 20 30 10 14
601-700 1331 100 (8%) 44 15 22 9 10
501-700 bug. 2150 162 (8%) 76 25 34 15 12
501-700 dvan. 504 65 (13%) 20 11 18 4 12
701-800 1252 206 (16%) 59 36 65 23 23
801-900 1221 143 (12%) 58 37 16 17 15
901-1000 1247 149 (12%) 52 34 23 18 22
1001-1100 1224 156 (13%) 50 35 23 21 27
1101-1200 1205 163 (14%) 80 33 18 17 15
1201-1300 1229 161 (13%) 64 26 36 16 19
1301-1400 1231 159 (13%) 60 25 30 19 25
1401-1500 1219 125 (10%) 45 24 9 17 30
1501-1600 1207 145 (12%) 61 44 3 16 21
1601-1684 1013 126 (12%) 58 27 4 16 21
al-a61 1889 170 (9%) 75 34 7 38 16
bl-b15 227 8 (4%) 5 1 0 2 0 |473|
cl-c100 1204 114 (9%) 52 23 O 20 19
c101-c202 1225 133 (11%) 49 40 3 17 24
d1-d46 554 35 (6%) 16 9 0 7 3
el-e60a 763 73 (10%) 32 18 1 10 12
f1-f100 1201 110 (9%) 44 30 1 14 21
f101-f160a 757 70 (9%) 29 13 0 18 10

Table C: accented vowels in different stretches of text

7 Given the fact that a dodecasyllabic line basically contains twelve syllables, one would expect any

stretch of a hundred lines to contain exactly 1200 vowels. In reality, however, the number of vowels is

always higher. There are four different reasons for this:

— quite a few dodecasyllabic lines contain more than twelve vowels because the poet expected adja-
cent vowels to be realized as a single syllable;

— in Ribanje, quite a few lines are prefaced by indications of the speaker, in particular “Pasc(h).” or
“Nich.”;

— also in Ribanje, several poems containing longer lines have been incorporated;

— there are some minor sources of contamination, in particular typographical errors.



3.1 The grave accent: the material

Mareti¢ describes Hektorovié’s use of accent marks in the following words: “Hekto-
rovié¢ upotreblava znakove “ i " i Aima obi¢no bileZi duge slogove; znak * mnogo je
rjedi od znaka " (1889: 23). Mladenovi¢ (1968: 22-23) and Wagner (1970: 27) agree.
However nice this consensus may be, so far it rests on nothing more than the personal
authority of three individuals who have not publicly evaluated the evidence. The first
problem we are going to tackle is the question as to whether or not systematic differ-
ences between the use of the two accent symbols can be observed.

The grave accent is found in 49 examples, amounting to a mere 1.5% of the total
number of vowels that carry an accent symbol. In the case of each example all attesta-
tions of the same or basically the same form marked with the acute accent are given.
In most cases attestations that are not provided with any accent symbol are also giv-
en, to provide material for the preliminary discussion of the relationship between ac-
cented and unaccented forms in section 3.3.

(1) Adv zdola (103). Although this form is not attested elsewhere, in comparable for-
mations the element -dol- often carries an acute accent, cf. zlolu (bl, read: *zdédlu),
nizddla (454), nizdolu (875), zddl (514), cf. also the acute accent on -gor- in zgdra
(170, 343, 354, 384, 1165, c9), zgdri (454, 1620), uzgdra (387), uzgdru (838), zgdr
(1089, 1096), and absence of an accent symbol in zgora (d21), Zdol (f155).

(2) Aor3p odlucifce (202). The same form is also attested with an acute: odliicifce
(839), cf. the acute accents in 1p odlicifmo (735) and 1s odluicih (43, read: *odliicih)
and the absence of any accent symbol in 1s Odlucih (17), and gpt odlucif (f53).

(3) Gpt dafsci (320). Although this particular form is not attested elsewhere, there are
quite a few attestations of forms in -avsi with an acute on the -a-: mucdffci (207, 865),
pogleddffci (1190), uxgdffci (417), Jpufcchidffci (430), popeglidffci (1098), pozndffci
(768), pofpdffci (751), |474| obrdffci (767, d17), uecerdffci (507), stdffci (723), ftdffci
(866), stdffci (1131), Stdffci (c12), poftdffci (429, 1097), uftdffci (752), priuézdffci
(724), Pufcchidfsci (18), cf. also the acute in potociffci (516), Sfiffci (66), piffci (756),
popiffci (240), bugariffci (688), Ciiffci (365).

Absence of an accent symbol in the syllable preceding -vsi is significantly less fre-
quent in the case of -avsi and much more frequent in that of -ivsi and -uvsi: slifcaufci
(c115), zadaffci (d18), furgaffci (1081), nafpaffci (508), Staffci (652), staffci (603),
Jtaffci (558), staufci (29), uftaffci (208, 1082), zazuaufci (c139), prichdzaffci (1189);
priprauifsci (20), oftauifsci (19), Zdbiffci (833), izgubiffci (f10), razbiffci (f9), sfar/ciffci
(1619), fuarfciffci (689), [cchiédiffci (732), narédiffci (731), pouidiffci (463, 1138),
Zacudiffci (154), fcdliffci (968), naciniffci (1216), pochlofniffci (757, read: *pochlonif-
Jci), napiffci (967), pochripiffci (293), potarpiffci (1620), prichriffci (c197), gouoriffci
(1215), odgouoriffci (464), otuoriffci (c198), ochufiffci (239), obrdtiffci (294), urdtiffci
(al6), uputiffci (758), Louiffci (1129), Poloxiffci (647), douoziffci (1137), pouoziffci
(515); cuffci (156), Vzmachnufsci (12), potégnuffci (1234), oddahnuffci (1025),
chlichnuffci (c190), primuchnuffci (1233).
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(4) Npm Raziimni (377). Although this particular form is not otherwise attested, the
same ending is better attested with an acute, cf. druzi (484), mudri (7), mudri (845,
971).

(5) Inf uzayti (394). There are no other attestations of this form, cf. however the acute
in ndyti (393), ddyti (955), uyti (128), and in the following examples: pr3s ndyde
(1005), zdyde (1006), ddyde (c84, f112), poyde (c198); implp ndydimo (113); aorls
ndydoh (267), fdydoh (268), 2/3s zdyde (463), Izdyde (1135), tiyde (127).

Absence of an accent mark is amply attested in the same forms (inf, pr3s, imp,
aorls and 2/3s), cf. inf Nayti (259), poyt (258, 387, c116), poyti (18, al), pr3s doyde
(c197), doyde (f70, possibly aorist), proyde (c106, ¢160, f111), proyde (f69, possibly
aorist), imp2s doydi (685), aorls doydoh (157, c142), naydoh (45, al2), Naydoh (7),
Naydéh (212), poydoh (1475, 1652, c141), 2/3s doyde (a31, c108), proyde (c107).

In other forms absence of an accent mark is the only attested possibility, cf. prls
naydem (c121), naydu (c106), 2s doydefc (544), 1p poydemo (617), 3p doydu (el2,
£101), obaydii (c105), poydii (el1), poydu (c137); aorlp doydofmo (867, 1467, 1641),
naydofmo (868), obaydofmo (1097), otaydofmo (1098), poydofmo (499, 1194),
Poydofmo (109, 763, 1082), proydofmo (1468), aor3p doydofce (866, 1072, 1102,
1524), naydofce (1134), oydofce (98), poydofce (1101, 1133, 1523), Poydofce (87).%
|475|

A curious regularity crops up in this material: accent marks are never used in the
plural aorist forms, common as they are (22 attestations). The point will be taken up
briefly below (section 5.3).

(6) Ns put (416) ‘flesh’. The only other attestations of this form carry an acute: piit
(413, £85).

(7) Inf razyagmiti (619). This form is also attested with an acute: razyagmiti (617). The
material contains two further examples of an acute accent on the -i- preceding the -ti
or -t of the infinitive: oftauit (34), prauit (33). These examples are dwarfed by more
than 300 infinitives in -iti or -it in which no accent symbol is present.

At this point a brief excursus is necessary to discuss Wagner’s assumption that the
accent marks in prauit and oftauit are mistakes (1970: 27). I think this idea (which
Wagner merely states without trying to substantiate it) cannot be upheld.

To begin with, although the number of examples is small (4 +1), it is large enough
to make the idea that mistakes are involved unattractive in itself.

Furthermore, the acute in these examples is supported by the l-pns razxalilo (674)
and by similar forms attested among polysyllabic verbs with infinitives in -ati and
-nuti: pogleddti (235), triiydti (f90), Obrochoudt (1026), nddiydt (1252), dragoudla
(524), fapfoudla (531), pohitdli (629), razbigntiti (585).

As a matter of fact, the evidence of living dialects suggests the possibility that
length in this position was a feature of Hektorovi¢’s language. As noted by ReSetar

8 In view of the limited occurrence of capital O, the value of the absence of an accent symbol in the first
syllable of POydofce (509) is doubtful.
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(1900: 33) already, in the dialect of Stari Grad on Hvar *a has a long reflex (o, writ-
ten as 0 by ReSetar) in the infinitive and l-participle of (a)-stressed verbs, e.g. plivit,
plivdla, kiicot, kiicoli. Later investigators have shown that this feature is widespread in
the Cakavian dialects of Hvar and Bra¢, e.g. Brusje (Hvar) grijot, grijo(l), grijola, grijolo
(Hraste 1926-27: 206), Bra¢ glédo(t), glédola, glédolo (Hraste 1940: 59). Since the dif-
ference between long and short i and u has been obliterated in posttonic position in
the dialects of Hvar and Brac, the evidence of the living dialects that continue Hekto-
rovi¢’s immediate linguistic background is inconclusive.

However, as was first noted, I think, by ReSetar (1900: 33, 159-160), length in (a)-
stressed verbs in -iti, -ati and -nuti is widespread in the dialects of what is nowadays
known as the “Zeta-Lovéen” group, e.g. Prcanj/Ozriniéi pdmtit, gdzit, kilpit, giniit,
umiikniit. Later investigators have amply confirmed the correctness of ReSetar’s find-
ings, cf., e.g., |476| “tematski vokal u infinitivu uvek je dug ako je nenaglasen”, and
examples like pamtit, pamtila, gazit, gazila, plakat, kdjat, svétkovat, komdndovat re-
ported by PeSikan (1965: 72-76), cf. also uddrit, uddrili, pozdrdvices (Cupic’ 1977: 163,
165), and, in particular, Dragoljub Petrovié¢’s explicit confirmation of the correctness
of ReSetar’s observations about the dialects of the southern part of the Boka Kotorska,
illustrated by examples like izrézati, glédala, rézali, zadimiti, stdvili, poginiiti, prekiniila
(Petrovié¢ 1974: 122).

As for areas closer to Hektorovié¢’s home (in particular the coastal stretch and the
islands between the southern part of the Boka Kotorska and Hvar), we are hampered
by the fact that the dialects of South Dalmatia have been covered much less thor-
oughly than those of Montenegro. However, Pavle Ivi¢ (1957: 406) has found length
in Govedari on Mljet (-ati and -nuti), and Orebi¢ and surroundings on PeljeSac (appar-
ently only -ati). In the dialects of neighbouring Korcula all three types of infinitives
have length, at least if KuSar’s (1895: 333), ReSetar’s (1900: 33) and Moskovljevi¢’s
(1950: 185) observations are correct in principle, which is for the time being some-
what uncertain in view of the persistent unclarity about the synchronic phonology of
the dialect. In (a)-stressed verbs in -nuti, length is also attested in Northwest Cakavian
(Novi, Omisalj, Kastav) and Kajkavian (Bednja), see further Vermeer (1994: 481, with
examples and references).’

(8) Zatim (686). This form is much better attested with an acute: zatim (1473), Zatim
(73, 83, 163, 243, 497, 755, 1081), cf. also the acute in Is tim (415, €52) and numer-
ous other attestations of the pronominal Is in -im, cf. chim (134, 346, 784, 1228,
1406), Chim (783), Choyim (6, 85), cim (895, a21), Cim (114, 1274), gnim (62, 135,
223, 232, 753, 773, 1147, 1606), onim (726), ouim (745), sfim (727). Absence of any

® The form **ifduihnuuch ‘i (v)zdvignuh’, which Dragica Mali¢ (1989: 151) reads in the early Classical
Cakavian text known as Zi¢a svetih otaca (f. 19r), and which with its double vowel appears to point to a
posttonic long vowel of the type intended here (Vermeer 1994: 481), has turned out to rest on an incor-
rect reading. The original text, which can now be consulted on the basis of the photographic reproduc-
tion published by Dragica Malié, has ifduihuuch (Mali¢ 1997: 223). This makes no sense and has probably
|520| to be read as *ifduihnuch, which is actually the reading adopted by Vinko Premuda in his pioneer-
ing edition of the text (1939: 127).
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accent symbol is even more frequent: zatim (912, 1621, c19, e29, £37), Zatim (289,
723, 848, 866, 1065, 1157, 1218, a47, c65, f12), chachouim (f142), chim (60, 958,
f146), Chim (27), choyim (al, el8), Choyim (b2), cim (943, 1296, c11, f131), Cim
(1298, ¢34, f110), gnim (633, 643, 1211, 1605, c62), onim (a58), Onim (el6, possibly
Dpl), ouim (a58, f141), sfim (al8, c173), sfim (1667, possibly Dpl), fasfim (e20),
sfoyim (639), tachouim (c15), taohouim (f142, read: *tachouim), Yednim (1166).

(9) Gs buchlié (813). The same ending carries a grave accent in two other examples:
Dobroté (1407), Jtrdné (c45). Whereas buchlié happens to be attested only once, the
catchword corresponding to Dobroteé has |477| an acute (Dobroté) and the Gs of strana
is attested twice with an acute: strdné (825, e33). In other nouns the same ending is
attested abundantly with an acute, cf. barziné (1230), buché (c32), chgnigé (1372),
choxé¢ (1671), chriuiné (589), chuchié¢ (750, 1094), diché (e23), druxiné (1660), driixbé
(c192), Galiyé (1195), Gofpodé (a6), gniué (c132), goré (610, 731, 1649, f13), go/podé
(c150), grihoté (33), hiné (c134), hixé (1096, f96), hudlé (1545), iftiné (567, c133),
izminé (8), lipoté (34), louiné (1659, 1673), liché (1072, 1134), mayché (714),
milofcchié (c182), miré (870, 1062, c24, e42), mochriné (437, 456), neueré (932), nez-
godé (c201), pafcé (57), prdfdé (1568), pripraué (754), prifcé (181), protiué (389), Ribé
(1647), rapé (1636), razpraué (1362), ribé (90), riché (277), riché (854), roté (d13),
Jabglicé (541), Sabglicé (716), Silé (1266), sfarhé (f100, f114), fdrxbé (1429), fcchodé
(858, 1309), filé (22, d5), fitofcchié (1258), frichié¢ (867), [ridé (c179), [tatiré (1061),
Jtrilé (d6), fiimgnié (a52), tminé (f61), tuardiné (1175), uiré (1571, e41), uodé (185,
350), Vodé (303), uoglié (949, 970), yié (814), zemglié (1531, 1585). Attestations
without an accent symbol are significantly less frequent: befide (1589), Befide (d12),
ciftochie (1435), dobrote (d14), dufce (f65), mire (f66), priliche (e24), Sabglice (716,
717), [fimgnie (961, 1394), fumgnie (286), tafcchine (1574), uode (425), uoglie (521,
1028, c69, ¢88, c162), uruchine (420).

(10) Gs comp Jtardga (820). In the only other attestation of this form the stem syllable
happens not to carry an accent: staréga (1219). Cf. however the acute in Nsm [tdri
(1140), Dsm/n Stdréomu (1656), Lsm/n ftdrom (a61, e60a), Npm Jtdri (1298, 1366),
Dp Jtdrim (1246), Apm [tdré (a4), Asf stdrii (72).

(11) NAsn Cho (893). This form is much better attested with an acute, cf. ché (211,
212, 893, 916, 921, 1034, 1156, 1269, 1482, 1636, f44), Cho (431, 1033). Absence of
an accent mark is less frequent: cho (126, 141, 260, c141, f142), Cho (f46).

(12) Inf razdiliti (916). This form is attested once without an accent mark: razdiliti
(561). Compare also the acute in oddiliti (569), l-pfs razdilila (529), aorlp razdilifmo
(1193), nadilifmo (173). Absence of any accent mark is more frequent, cf. inf diliti
(1310), Diliti (c118), pr3s dili (a27, d40), aor2/3s nadili (c9, el18), udili (c166), aorlp
dilifmo (1666), aor3p dilifce (77, 172), nadilifce (a21), l-pms razdilio (574), nadilil
(e48), I-pfs dilila (525), gpt razdilif (526). |478|

(13) Pr3s tira (1024). This same form is twice attested with an acute: tird (809, 1391).
The pr3s ending -a quite often has an acute, cf. oblahcd (900), odndfcd (1527), bii¢d
(62), napadd (f77), obddd (1156), oblddd (1611), odchlddd (1155), gledd (863), pogledd
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(c111), Vgledd (452), ufpredd (c112), dogodd (1030), bigd (1391), fcmigd (1392),
chuhd (445, 449, 1241), dithd (446), odurachid (1353), strdchid (1354), priprdfglid
(f121), oftduglid (£122), prigignid (1399, read: *pricignid), razcignid (1400), imd (337,
396, 401, 421, 919, 1004, 1012, 1410, f129), nimd (846, 1023), otimd (927), poyimd
(402), uyimd (205), uazimd (206, 1409), nimd (375, 377, 1049), znd (68, 486, 788,
a47, c78, e54, f111), znd (doubtful) (475), Znd (1522), stard (814, 987, 1532), igrd
(1036), proftird (e49), izuird (e50), pohuatd (1059), hitd (e3), prolitd (902), Jplitd
(f30), pofartd (1228), biud (959, 1420), pribiud (1481), dobiud (960), odiud (1419),
pochriud (1482), prizriud (f108), profiud (436), biud (50, 340, 435), zachriud (339),
naziud (49), mnoxd (1048, {76), prigdyd (c158), sldyd (35), pordyd (36), sfiyd (1136),
syd (803). Absence of an accent symbol is less frequent, cf. uprdfca (876), protica
(804), pala (384, read: *pada), zapada (1066), [pouida (c54), uyida (1039), docecha
(547), pourachia (903), ftrdchia (904), Jtauglia (1323), oftduglia (1324), ima (308, 802,
928, 1006, 1257, 1372, c18, f125), nima (d46), uazima (376, a27), zna (a25, f17,
£69), ftupa (1374), priftupa (1373), zamira (321), ozira (1392), profttira (322, read:
*proftira), zabiua (f62), zahuagliua (1499), pochriua (1500), obfiua (f61), razbiya
(1081), fya (1664), podbiiya (1432), triya (1431).'°

(14) Pr3s da (1029). The same form is much better attested with an acute accent, cf.
dd (286, c112, c146, c200, f128); absence of an accent symbol occurs twice: da
(1293, f159).

(15) The superlative formans in ndypriya (1082). The same morpheme is once at-
tested with an acute: ndyboglie (1021). In the overwhelming majority of cases, how-
ever, no accent mark is present, cf. naybogli (1440), nayboglia (46), nayboglid (961),
nayboglie (522, 950, 1027, 1187, 1471, a54), naybogliu (e10), Naybogliega (1381), and
also naybarxé (891, 902), naychoriftniyu (1356), naygore (1039), naylipglié (887), nay-
lipgliti (164), naylifce (441, 503, 1267, 1451), Naylifce (1291), naymagni (331, e40),
naymagniu (1181, a43), nayobicniyu (1355), nayparui (a35), nayparuo (a6), nayslaye
(432, f46), nay/tariye (883), nayuechi (a51), nayuechie (1031, f120), nayuechié (889),
Nayuechie (1399), Nayuechiu (802), nayuifce (442, 1153), nayurucbié (749, read:
*nayuruchié), nayyacé (895). |479|

19 The semantics of tense and aspect in Classical Cakavian has not been the subject of research worth
speaking of and is at present very poorly understood. Hence it should be realized that for the time being
it is impossible to separate reliably the pr3s from the aor2/3s, particularly in those cases that could be
interpreted as historical presents. The list of examples should therefore be regarded as preliminary and
suggestive rather than definitive and clinching. Forms in -d that I consider aorists are the following: pricd
(1657), Pocd (1649), PRigodd (al), pochimd (845), uxind (496), odpafd (660), poctoud (1145), zud (1141),
yd (738); absence of an accent mark is attested in pouida (1147), posla (1161), Pozna (1139), upifa (al5),
pofchita (1192), zamota (392), umota (102), fta (203), ofta (128, 1620), daroua (824, c11), zaya (c157),
priya (650, 651). Note that in this case absence of an accent mark is more frequent than presence of an
acute. The chances are that in Hektorovié¢’s language such forms as sta and posla had a short vowel, as
they have in Vuk/Danici¢. For the aorist forms of dati see under (43).
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(16) Gofpodar (1139). This form is better attested with an acute: Gofpoddr (856,
1205), Cofpoddr (291, read: *Gofpoddr), cf. also the other case forms Gs Gofpoddra
(114, 246), DLs Gofpoddru (222, 590, 591, 684). Absence of an accent mark is at-
tested once: Gofpodarém (1325).

(17) pas ‘belt’ (1203). There are no other attestations of this word.

(18) nac (1331). In the same form, the acute accent is attested three times: ndc (175,
1007, 1577), cf. also the acute in zdc (721, 735, a30, a49), Zdc (995, 1494, 1533,
d6). Absence of an accent symbol is not attested in these words.

(19) Gpr budiich (1347). This form is twice attested with an acute: budiich (27, {67).
With other verbs, the same ending is abundantly attested with an acute, cf. iztictich
(342), techiich (330), ifcchitich (f54), Laxtich (1461), maxtich (1043), gledaytch (f73),
cechaytiich (c122), Nuchayiich (c135), znaytch (904, c121), poftaytiich (965), od-
piuaytich (966), poytich (1222), minuytich (1070), obsluxuytich (1360). Absence of an
accent symbol is however more frequent: placuch (d44), bgliuduch (f132), moguch
(24), techuch (1167), chaxuch (1044), Chdxuch (1400), pritéxuch (402), podndfcayuch
(1592), slifcayuch (1232, f74), bugayuch (88), gledayuch (502), hayuch (c60),
prdfcchiayuch (446), Jpufcchiayuch (87), prdfchiayuch (1591), uprdfgliayuch (1587),
poftupayuch (1231), ddyuch (1588), Pitayuch ‘feed’ (1581), Pitdyuch ‘ask’ (f51), ftayuch
(903), poftayuch (501), poyuch (697), poduichuyuch (1069), obuchuyuch (1582), odc-
hupuyuch (1581). The closely related ending -uci offers a similar picture: presence of
an acute, though well attested, is less frequent than absence of an accent symbol,
whereas in this case the grave accent is not attested at all, cf. pridifctichi (447),
budiichi (347, a44), pechiichi (1074), techtichi (70), ifcchitichi (c42), mechitichi (1123),
napirtichi (694, 1067), slifcaytichi (a58), gledaytchi (233), Jprdugliaytichi (¢39), pytchi
(1238), chlichuytichi (583) vs. fchdcuchi (1639), primicuchi (448), poticuchi (188, 234,
633), mdfcuchi (1640), buduchi (123), xeliuchi (al8), zacigniuchi (695), chunuchi (f18),
Proftiruchi (1071), dayuchi (c171), ufayuchi (a36), nuchayuchi (c40), urachiayuchi
(332), primayuchi (1583), ftayuchi (331), pohdyayuchi (1584), ddyuchi (242), xeliyuchi
(c41), poyuchi (241), chlichuyuchi (678), ctuyuchi (c172).

(20) Pr3s ni (1372). In this form the acute accent is much more common: ni (33, 44,
389, 424, 460, 864, 1243, 1321, 1325, f43), Ni |480| (1339). Absence of any accent
symbol is even more frequent: ni (358, 797, 991, 1150, 1276, 1455, 1521, 1549, c5,
c49, c94, c134, e24, {55, 102, f143), Ni (393, 1342, 1435, c158, e40). In the other
negated forms of the present tense of ‘be’ containing the morpheme ni- the facts are
comparable, cf. 1s nifam (23, 92), 2s nis (739), 3p nifu (707) vs. nifam (c89), nifdm
(a29), Nifam (218), nifi (1253, a40), nifu (786, 55, £59), Nifu (707, 708, c179).

(21) Gs Dobrote (1407). See (9).
(22) Nsm comp praui (1420). This case is related to that of ftaréga (see (10)). The
same form has four times an acute: prdui (255, 1667, c20, f1), cf. also the acute of

Nsn prdué (1286), Gsm/n prdudga (366), Ism/n prduim (c32), Gs fem prdué (a6), DLs
fem prdudy (c54), Is fem prduém (a43).
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(23) Imp2s zagrubi (1449). There are no other attestations of this form. In the only
other attestation of the same verb the stem vowel carries an acute: pr3s zagriibi
(1544).

(24) Gerpr cinéch (1451). There is one other attestation of the same ending with a
grave accent zeléch (f92, read: *xeléch). The former example is also attested with an
acute: cinéch (1417). In the ending the acute is frequent: slifcéch (1414), fidéch
(1509), befidéch (1510), Vidéch (f45), Hodéch (1016), zahodéch (506), dohodéch
(f149), prohodéch (505, 1629), Yizdéch (c193), Misléch (c11), mifléch (203), Mnéch
(f40), tarpéch (1014), Jpéch (c135), gouoréch (352, 361), Gouoréch (226, 1281), noféch
(492), Noséch (71), Noféch (754), zanoféch (f98), ctéch (f43), ¢téch (7, read: *ctéch),
htéch (41, 692, 860, 1055, 1239), ftéch (c136), darxéch (511), boyéch (1108), uozéch
(60, 1134), uozéchi (78, read: *uozéch), barzéch (696). Absence of an accent symbol is
much less frequent: glitibech (1593), ydcech (f95), fcchiédech (f51), Videch (21, 201),
uuhlech (1043), stech (252), prauech (1109), téxech (850), darxech (697), tdyech
(1632).

(25) Ceéfto (1454). The same form is better attested with an acute accent: céfto (1392),
Céfto (446, 192), cf. also the acute in NApn céfta (990). Absence of an accent mark is
also common, cf. cefto (1239, 1684), Cefto (597, b7), cf. also the absence of an accent
mark in the collocation ceftochrdt (865, c177).

(26) Ns mnox (1573). There are no other attestations of this form. |481|

(27) Ns Ya (1600). There is one other attestation of a grave accent in the same form:
ya (c153), which however does not diminish the fact that the acute accent is much
better attested: yd (91, 131, 161, 175, 188, 201, 239, 467, 484, 545, 557, 686, 743,
1090, 1103, 1185, 1209, 1211, 1513, 1601, 1663, c96, c97, e21, {36, f137), Yd (115,
137, 360, 1013, 1683). Absence of an accent mark is significantly less common: ya
(76, 139, 143, 153, 223, 255, 263, 560, 821, 1375, 1651, a42, c83, {7, {25, f42, 144,
f155), Ya (785, 1619, c7).

(28) Imp2p ndftoyte (1656). This form is not otherwise attested. Imperatives ending in
a vowel plus -j occasionally carry an acute, cf. 2s Pufcchidy (714), htiy (120), stoy
(155), City (1405), Veruy (c155), 2p zndyte (353), pdyte ‘sing’ (1655). In an over-
whelming majority of cases, however, such forms carry no accent symbol at all, cf.
chufcay (412, 423), slufcay (412), day (15, 75, 213, 889, 1160, 1246, 1264, 1317,
a25, ¢123), Day (d19), priday (1615), chay (1547), Pufcchiay (713 twice), [praugliay
(c118), imay (d19), znay (133, 290, 456, 859, 1213, 1643), Znay (348), Saznay
(1269), chdray (1443), zamiray (c147), razbiray (702, 703), poftay (76), cuuay (1245),
Ctiuay (1020), pohdyay (1263), Proliy (425), uoliy (1457), htiy (398, d21), Htiy (949),
uiy (c121), pouiy (119), yiy (1670), poy ‘go’ (75, 1052), Poy ‘go’ (405), zbroy (144),
Jtoy (1051, c163), naftoy (1289, 1327, 1337), ndftoy (1247, d41), duoy (c81), cuy
(256, 1271), Cuy (1265), izchufcuy (1335), nasliduy (1269), napriduy (c174), izifchuy
(455, 1336), ufiluy (c173), daruy (137), ueruy (418), Veruy (1034), uiruy (1390), mi-
ruy (1270), opfuy (1272), poctuy (194), Pametuy (852), chazuy (264, 897), 1p daymo
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(1574), Htiymo (1577), Naftoymo (1433), Miluymo (1260), 2p poslufcayte (324), dayte
(809), znayte (323), cuyte (1654).

(29) NAp Jtuari (al12). This form is much better attested with an acute: NAp studri (21,
1578, £99), NAp Jtudri (196, 826, 1176, 1323, 1382, a55, f115), NAp Studri (956), cf.
also the acute in other forms of the same word: Ns studr (al4, c95), Ns ftudr (295,
915, 928, 1568, 1682, a6, a37, c67, £34), Gs ftudri (944), Gs or NAp ftudri (1297), Gp
Jtudri (f127), Gp ftudri (729), Ip ftudri (1184). Attestations without an accent symbol
are somewhat less numerous, cf. Ns stuar (449, 1301, al8, a27), ftuar (7, 11, 292,
399, 412, c161, {7, f63), Gs or NAp stuari (a49), NAp stuari (153, 808, e25), NAp
Jtuari (a41, a52, f154), Gp ftuari (a22). |482|

(30) L-pms poznal (a45). This form is not otherwise attested. Roughly similar forms
provided with an acute are not unknown, e.g. posldl (1667), uftdl (514).

(31) Is laxom (a46). This form is not otherwise attested. Other feminine nouns with
an endingless Ns have a different ending (-yu). However, in nouns with a Ns in -a the
ending -om usually has an acute accent, cf. ribém (196), fabglicém (641, 651), fincém
(187), befidom (1500), Voyeuodom (657), praudém (a7), chgnigém (f153), dichém
(781), Vladichém (al7), richém (303, 395), richém (1282), xegliom (e45), uogliom
(135), pomgniém (a58), pomgniém (£126), nepémgniéom (858), hudlém (782, 1180, c22,
c88), sfilom (1204), argutlém (163), raném (d16), Licminém (58), iftindm (266, a43),
druxiném (520, 611, 657), uerém (715), gorém (1223), zorém (1224), lipotém (513),
rotém (f18), dobrotém (779), glduém (845), molituém (c157), Mrixém (90), Gofpoyém
(al7). Absence of an accent symbol is less frequent, cf. druxbom (e21), diifcom (1611),
Jcibicom (c193), dufcicom (561), Chupicom (818), mrixaricom (a2), fincom (746),
befidom (c44), chgnigom (al9), odichiom (f154), pomgniom (c163), pomgniom (206),
Liuiom (al7), gorcinom (c103), druxinom (640), gorom (609).

(32) Nsn to (a49). This form is much better attested with an acute accent: t6 (57, 284,
733, 861, 1020, 1057, al7, a38, a58, c121, f47). It is even more frequent without an
accent mark: to (15, 36, 256, 369, 473, 487, 532, 541, 545, 551, 553, 580, 598, 609,
612, 617, 633, 650, 652, 658, 667, 671, 675, 681, 1481, 1491, 1550, 1535, 1607,
1651, 1668, 1569, a42, a53, b8, c13, c83, {74, f125, f145, f152), To (885).

(33) PPP Nsf comp poctoudna (c1). Whereas this form is not otherwise attested, the
ending is much more frequent with an acute, cf. drugd (344, a33), huyd (f64), ind
(416), nayboglid (961), funcend (436), tretd (a34), ueld (1613, e2), yacd (896).

(34) PPP Nsn sim huaglieno (c13). The past passive participle of hvaliti is better at-
tested with an acute accent, cf. NApn hudgliena (1085, probably comp), Np masc sim
hudglieni (42, 800), cf. also the verbal noun Gs hudglienyd (1413), and the past pass
part of pohvaliti: Nsf sim pohudgliena (al4), Npm sim pohudglieni (934), Nsn sim po-
hudglieno (478), Nsn P[o]hudglieno (e2, probably comp); absence of an accent mark is
found in Isf comp pohuaglienom (al7). |483|

(35) Pr3p chié (c33). This form is much better attested with an acute, cf. chié (39, 60,
585, 973, 977, 978, 985, 1282, 1345, 1497, c41, c113, c138, d30). Absence of an ac-
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cent symbol is less frequent, cf. chie (302, 1528, c115). The only two attestations of
the negated form lack an accent symbol: néchie (845), Nechie (1348).

(36) Gsm/n tuoga (c38). This and similar forms are better attested with an acute, cf.
modga (1604, a20, el4), tuéga (589, 1397), sfoga (631). Absence of an accent mark is
attested in moga (e45), tuoga (a40, e7, f152), sfoga (1640, 2).

(37) Gs Jtrdne (c45). See (9).

(38) Gerpr moleéchi (c59). The same form is better attested with an acute, cf. moléchi
(1590, f49), and occurs once without an accent mark: molechi (c99). In the ending the
acute is very frequent, cf. zarcéchi (307), tifcéchi (1589), ucéchi (1056, 1587), gladéchi
(1389, 1404), fidéchi (188), uidéchi (1642, c7), hodéchi (1555), ohodéchi (510), do-
hodéchi (771), prohodéchi (339, 499), brodéchi (77), cudéchi (1135), uefeléchi (187,
298), xeléchi (d20), boléchi (841), misléchi (211, 1299), Misléchi (c113), cinéchi (1015,
1069, 1460, 1556, 1585, £50), pinéchi (1070), fpéchi (1077), chupéchi (431), yidréchi
(109, 212), xuberéchi (1078), gouoréchi (297, 379, 500, 835, 876), Gouoréchi (843),
zoréchi (324), noféchi (842), podnoféchi (1459), ctéchi (a45), letéchi (1099), htéchi
(858, 873, 1102, 1193, d19, {89), hotéchi (a22, f94), caftéchi (1554), slauéchi (1390),
louéchi (772, 1101, 1641), lexéchi (1016, c109), Poyéchi (1582), naftoyéchi (f47), uo-
zéchi (509, 836, 875, 969, 1136, 1624). Absence of an accent mark is less common,
cf. mucechi (833), bdechi (23), cidechi (380), ¢idechi (340), prohodechi (1100), brodechi
(a58), cudechi (c48), triidechi (24), xalechi (f11), hudlechi (1403), mislechi (c47), sfitle-
chi (1665), cinechi (c110, f12), linechi (1079), morechi (c60), gouorechi (f93), chrdtechi
(1588), Ctechi (f158), htechi (c160), xiuechi (1311), naftoyechi (1586), slifechi (816,
read: *sltixechi), uozechi (1080), puzechi (110), ptizechi (1623).

(39) Ip urati (c120). There are no other attestations of this form.
(40) Ns ya (c153). See (27).

(41) Pr3p ozdraueé (c183). Although there are no other attestations of this particular
form, the ending is abundantly attested with an acute, cf. glitibé (1542), pogrifcé
(f104), uzuifcé (f103), oducé (f90), mucé (a34, £89), nasfadé (1010), fddé (165, c73),
sfidé (f105), pofidé (32), |484| uidé (31, 305, 1485, 1572, f106), nenauidé (1590), za-
pouidé (306), hodé (c32, f117), nahodé (c31), shodé (857, c202), brodé (616), nauodé
(f118), udé (c187), cudé (789, 1227), zacudé (1308), prudé (c188), xudé (958), neuoglié
(a34), hualé (e26), hrdné (202), ciné (374, 1341, 1577), hiné (1298), progoné (1434),
zguoné (1496), udré (1566), miré (1572), zamiré (1306), gouoré (7, 356, 377, 985,
c117), razgouoré (319), chosé (14), nofé (c187), donosé (13), traté (74), praué (1361),
opraué (1506), fpraué (53), izpraué (c184), staué (54, 753), ftaué (300), oftaué (1505),
loué (741), darxé (a47), sluxé (311), slixé (811), druxé (312), broyé (1381, 1595),
naftoyé (975), stoyé (1596). Absence of an accent symbol is much less common, cf.
zgarbe (f81), ofcchiarbe (£82), Jtrafce (58), blide (f75), uide (1002), dohode (186, 426),
uzprohode (£29), cude (32), tride (1299), f¢ine (a52), chupe ‘collect’ (f88), chofe (c188),
nofe (d27), chitte (f83), fmiite (f84), protiue (f120), darfe (a52, read: *darxe), goye
(f88), naftoye (c149).
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(42) Adv barxé (c198). This form is also attested with an acute accent: barxé (227)
and without an accent mark: barxe (195, 310), Barxe (1067), cf. also the acute in
naybarxé (902), yacé (1067), cefchié (1498), Vridniyé (1247); note that absence of an
accent mark is much more frequent, cf. uifce (697, 1180), Vifce (1096, 1180), nayuifce
(1153), cefcchie (1128), nayuechie (f120), Nayuechie (1399), daglie (1125), boglie (161,
766, 969, 1071, 1474, 1633, c87, c190, c194), nayboglie (522, a54), lipiglie (162,
read: *lipglie), [arcenie (c123), magnie (24), Snaxnie (c191), gore (f74), naygore (1039),
blixe (409), nixe (697), nayslaye (f46).!!

(43) Aor2s zada (d6). This form is not otherwise attested, but cf. the acute accent in
aor2/3s podd (1577, c65), dd (294, 787, e53). Cf. also the absence of an accent sym-
bol in da (491, e51).

(44) PPP NAp fem naréfcene (d38). Exactly the same form is also attested with an
acute accent: naréfcene (776), cf. also the acute in Nsm naréfcen (c52), uréfcen (783),
[-pms naréfcio (a7).

(45) Asf tachii (£34). Exactly the same form is also attested with an acute: tachi (292).
(46) Pr3p Jtepgliayd (f91). This is the only attestation of this verb.

(47) Pr3p Jtinu (f91). Although this form is not otherwise attested, two similar ones
are attested with an acute: uenu (d20), pofarnii (c176), as is the case with virtually all
types of 3p in -u: zamicii (444), |485| otici (f87), doticii (354), ifticii (353, 443),
pridifcd (1073), pifcd (15), dddii (811), napddu (579), grédi (984), pridii (c179), yidu
(1241), yidu (1262), budu (10, 33, 917, 1479, 1486, 1574, a23, £73), dobudii (f38),
obaydii (c105), doydi (el2, £101), poydi (ell), mogu (287, 374), pechi (192), techu
(462), chogliu (1369, c104), zouu (336, 411), uzgmaxti (1389), potéxti (772), uéxu
(771), doftixti (299), poduixti (300), sldcayti (943), dayti (e37), ulddayii (1614), padayti
(55), pouidayti (1447), pomdgayti (346), hayt (196), [tépgliayii (£91), naslagniayii (f92),
imayu (955, 990, 1224), uxinayt (1475), znayu (2, 956, 1599), poznayi (370, 984),
potipayti (f97), [tarayi (989, f116), priftayu (345), uftayt (d33), pliuayd (56), umiyt
(981, 1483), riyu (165, 982), profiyt (1484), poyu (d23), cuyud (1365), zacuyti (583),
izblaguyu (282), uzmiluyid (f106), zlamenuyi (281), sfituyd (c183), putuyi (1223,
c176). Absence of an accent symbol is attested in the following examples: locu (426),
pridadu (el2), idu (c180), budu (974), poydu (c137), diu (476, c73), uapiu (d5), riu
(c74), iztégnu (152), pocinu (f92), uarnu (c175), chdxu (1390), duixu (1153),
uznafcayu (c22), padayu (439, £82), ugdgniayu (1056), uogniayu (f81), imayu (1478,
f115), nimayu (1002), znayu (1055, 1223, f152), poznayu (1448, d34, e38), obf/tupayu
(147), hitayu (148), pitayu (1001), motayu (f98), dariuayu (a22), dobiuayu (983), diyu
(e33), umiyu (a41), dariyu (e34), fiyu (c74), potribuyu (c184), cuyu (el6, e25, f152),
zadufcuyu (f86), uzpriporucuyu (c151), napriduyu (c175), luduyu (f105), Schrachiuyu
(c92), zaslipgliuyu (1366), minuyu (144), ctuyu (e26), poctuyu (d36), chazuyu (el5),
prichazuyu (d35), opuzuyu (£85).

1 These lists are not exhaustive.
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(48) Gerpr zelech (f92). See (24).

(49) Negated pr3s néchie (f133). The same form is much more frequent with an acute
accent: néchie (16, 105, 189, 203, 457, 1019, 1171, 1360, 1439, 1562, 1566, c174,
f98), Néchie (254, 307, 415), cf. also the acute accent in 1s néchiu (201, 473, 882,
1008), Néchiu (a29), 2s néch (422, 1673), 3p néchie (845). Absence of an accent mark
is less frequent: 1s nechiu (c155, ¢199), 2s nechiefc (429, 1460), 3s nechie (f131), 3p
Nechie (1348).

3.2 The grave accent: discussion of the evidence

In the previous section all 49 attestations of the grave accent have been examined.
The results can be summarized as follows: |486|

— The pronoun ja (27, 40) provides the only instance of a form that is attested more
than once with a grave accent. In that very form the acute accent is attested more
than thirty times.

— Three endings are attested more than once with a grave accent: Gs -e (three
times), pr3s -a (twice), gpr -e¢ (twice). In all three cases attestations carrying an
acute are much more abundant.

— In 28 cases at least one attestation of the same word form carries an acute accent:
2,6,7,8,11,13, 14, 15, 16, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 24, 25, 27, 29, 32, 35, 36, 37, 38,
40, 42, 44, 45, 49. With very few exceptions there are more attestations of the
acute than of the grave, whereas the reverse possibility never occurs at all.

— In 17 cases the form itself is not attested elsewhere, but attestations of closely re-
lated forms carry an acute accent: 1, 3, 4, 5, 9, 10, 12, 23, 28, 30, 31, 33, 34, 41,
34, 47, 48.

— In four cases neither the form itself nor closely related forms are attested else-
where: 17, 26, 39, 46.

These facts substantiate the correctness of the traditional assumption that the grave
accent does not have an independent function, but is to be regarded merely as an in-
frequent optional variant of the acute.

3.3 A tentative regularity

The material that was presented to examine the function of the grave accent can also
serve to enhance our understanding of the way accent symbols are used in Hektoro-
vié’s text, cf. Tables D-F.

tira da na¢ ja stvari stvar hvaljen -av$i najti  naj-

grave 1 1 1 2 1 0 1 1 1 1
acute 83 5 11 31 16 11 8 20 8 1
bare 33 2 0 21 8 12 1 12 12 42

Table D: accent symbols on a |487|



Gs -e -e -e€i 3p -e 3p Ce nec- cesto -res-
grave 3 2 1 1 1 1 1 1
acute 83 38 71 70 14 24 4 4
bare 20 11 27 20 3(+2) 6 4 0

Table E: accent symbols on e

zdola ko Is-om to tvoga dojde stoj(te) -u¢ -uéi 3p-u

grave 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 1
acute 13 13 41 11 6 3 2 17 14 79
bare 1 6 16 42 6 44 12 27 23 54

Table F: accent symbols on o and u

The case of i differs from that of the other vowels in that, as we have seen, the fre-
quency of accented 7 is different in different sections of the original text (see Table G).

zatim Is-im 3sni ni- -ivsi dili- -iti
grave 1 0 1 0 0 1 1
acute 6/1/2 16/5/2 5/5/1 4/0/0 5/0/0 3/1/0 3
bare 2/6/7 5/7/20 3/4/14 4/1/6 17/11/8 6/2/9 >300

Table G: accent symbols on i

The figures displayed in the Tables D through G bring to light the following tentative
regularity:

» If a form carries an accent symbol once on one of the vowel letters a, e or o, the
chances are that it does so in a majority of cases. The same holds for i in section A
of the book.

This regularity represents a first move towards establishing the “koéfficient vyrazen-
nosti” of vowel length in Hektorovi¢’s book. Deviations from the regularity should be
regarded as potential sources of information, unless the number of examples is so
small that any regularity can be expected to break down. As a matter of fact the ma-
terial we have looked at so far contains several obvious deviations:

— If the vowel concerned is followed by -j- (printed as -y-), as it is in the examples of
the type najti, naj-, dojde, stoj(te), an accent symbol |488| tends to be much less
frequent. This point will be returned to in section 5.3.

— In the endings of the present gerund, u carries an accent mark in only two fifths of
the cases (18/27 and 14/23). The difference with the gerund endings containing
an e is striking. We shall be returning to this point below (5.1, 5.2).

— The form to constitutes the subject of the next section.
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3.4 The case of to

As soon as one separates different types of context it becomes clear that the deviation
is caused by the fact that there are several different kinds of to. For reasons that will
become clear, in this case the word boundaries of the original will be respected:

(1) No acute is present whenever to is preceded by za (16x). In these cases, to is al-
ways printed together with the preceding word: zdto (15, 1481), zdtofe (1550),
Zdto (256, 473, 487, 1535, 1569), Zdtoga (1607), Zdtofe (1651, f125), Zato (369,
1491, a53, ¢83), zatoti (a42).

(2) No acute is present in seventeen other examples in which to is printed together
with the preceding word, which in all cases is obviously orthotonic: Onotomi
(532), Nemoytomi (541), Nemoytofe (580), Nemoytoyoy (545, 551), Da regito (553),
Teretomi (598 = b8, 609, 667), Teretomu (650, 675), Nechatoyih (617), Zagnimto-
mi (633), Staffcitomi (652), Odmetnito (658), Vechtomiye (671), Choyimtoye (681).
Note that these examples, though quite numerous, are limited to the bugarstice and
may be foreign to Hektorovié’s language.

(3) Of the eleven instances of to printed as a separate word, it carries an acute accent
in six cases, cf. Tomu chi té haye (284), yermife cini t6 (733), A t6é (ca mogu znat) =
yofc uechie cignidfce (861), nemoy t6 dati (1057), uiy uchém stdnyu = naydemfe t6
znaytich (c121), A té naftoyéchi (f47) vs. Dami far¢u pochoy = to uechi pordyd (36),
Da paruo to bifce ftraxice razredio (612), Daltiye to ime (c13), sfi chi to cuyu (f152),
A ufci [cufcgniati = to gore slifcayuch (f74).

(4) In three cases to is printed together with following clitics and in most or all such
cases it is probably to be regarded as orthotonic. In one of them it carries an acute
accent: Toye yedini Bog (885), Na tome douede (f145), nemoy = u tdfe zaplesti
(1020).

(5) In four cases, to is printed together with preceding a. In all four cases it carries an
accent mark: Até (a38), até (al7, a58), ato (a49). Here it is likely that a is to be
regarded as proclitic and to as orthotonic, |489| cf. the fact that in the same collo-
cation it is also printed separately (e.g. 861). A related type of example is I naté
(57), contrast Na tome (f145); if these two examples are representative, the case of
na to is different from that of za to. It is also likely that the following case is simi-
lar: Neto cichia potrib = neg zarad glittbaui (1668). Unfortunately here are no pa-
rallel examples with which it can be compared.

zato  teretomi  #to# toje ato, nato |enclitic orthotonic
accented O 0 6 1 4 0 11
bare 16 17 5 2 1 33 8

Table H: accent symbols on to

12 Wagner (1970: 27) regards the acute in zdto (256) as a mistake. This is completely arbitrary. Length in
this form is not only amply confirmed in Hektorovié’s text, but also well attested in living dialects.
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It follows that there are at least two kinds of to. On the one hand a to which never
carries an accent symbol in two types of cases in which it can plausibly be regarded
as enclitic, on the other a to which is found in the remaining types of cases, in most if
not all of which it must have been orthotonic and in which just over half of the attes-
tations are provided with an acute. This analysis shows that the attestations of ortho-
tonic to turn out to be well in accordance with the tentative regularity formulated in
section 3.3.

4.1 More evidence

In the sections that follow we are going to investigate more thoroughly the validity of
the tentative regularity proposed in section 3.3, by looking at a number of forms that
have multiple attestations, at least one of which carries an acute accent.

4.2 Examples of d

(1) The inserted -a- in the Ns and Gp of dan (18/3): Ns ddn (138, 253, 435, 906,
1186, c156, c159, d20), dan (1078, c169, f160a), Ns (uncertain) ddn (e60a), Gp ddn
(17, 860, 1534, al6, a35, a6l, el8, f23), cf. [yutraddn (a31).

(2) The stem vowel of the noun dar (13/4): Ns ddr (296, 1264, 1334, 1364, 1490,
1609), dar (d25), Gs ddra (171, c185), DLs darii (c164), ddrom (1264), Is darom (e48),
Np ddri (1365), Gp darof (a23), ddri (1314), Ap ddre (1361, c7). In Gp darof the stem
vowel may actually have been short (cf. the discussion of such cases in Vermeer 1994:
473, with references). |490|

(3) The stem vowel of the noun grad (20/3): Ns grdd (28, 258, c3), Gs grdda (172,
596), Grdda (473, al, £6), grada (b6), DLs grddu (598, 605, 1200, 1656, ell), Grddu
(a9, al2, a2l1), gradu (b8), Vs grdde (599, b10), Grdde (600), gradu (b9, read: *grade),
Np grddi (1614).

(4) The root hval- in several types of cases, in particular:

— The stem vowel of the noun hvala (17/1): Ns hudla (240, 593, 1501, e43), Gs
hudlé (1545), Gs hudli (sic, 1518), As hudlu (1317, 1615, a25, cl12, e37), Is hudlom
(782, 1180, c22, c88), NAp hudle (294, 476), Huale (c171).

— The stem vowel of the verb hvaliti (9/4): inf hudliti (846), inf hudlit (1313), aorlp
hudlifmo (759), gpr hudlechi (1403), aor2/3s Pohudli (1149), aorlp prihudlifmo (844),
aorls zahudlih (686), aor3p zahudlifce (171, 316), vs. l-pmp hualili (c64), prls hualim
(1375), pr3s Huali (e30), pr3p hualé (e26). To this the examples adduced in section
4.1 (34) have to be added (9/1).

In other derivations no length is attested, cf. prls zahuagliuyu (f151), pr3s zahuag-
liua (1499), Np pohuale (c92).

(5) The stem vowel of the fem noun plav (17/4): Ns pldf (63, 168, 200, 225, 724, 753,
961, 1073, 1081, 1195, c195), plaf (50, 53, {8), Gs pldui (1106, 1185), DLs pldui (745,
1123), Is pldfyu (1098), Is Plauyu (837), NAp pldui (771).
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(6) The stem vowel of the pronoun sam (34/12): Nsm Sdm (522, 856, 890), sdm (392,
a40), fam (188, 225, 886, 951, 1308, 1385, 1400, 1635, a25, cl11, £28), fam (207,
283, 664, d43, e21), Nsn/Adv fdmo (257 420, 464, 1131, 1342), Sdmo (c183), Sd[m]o
(a9), Samo (1653), Gsm/n famoga (94, 1465, 1552, 1594), GAsm fdma (911), Nsf
Sdma (385), fdma (c93), Gsf famé (277), Asf famu (1641), Npm fdmi (164, 180, 312,
509, 800, 993, 1104, e27), fami (f82).

(7) The prefix za- in zabiti and zaviditi (12/2): inf zdbiti (d19), zabiti (f64), [-pmp zdbili
(816), pozdbili (176), gpt Zdbif (1279), gpt Zdbiffci (833), pr2s zabudefc (c163), pr3s
zdbude (1244, 1402), aor2/3s zdbi (209), aor3p pozdbifce (872), Verbal Noun Gs
zdbitya (576), inf zduidit (c41), imperf3s zduiyafce (1489).'3

(8) The -a- in the endings of the present tense of a-verbs:

- 1s (19/7): ddm (453, a42, c12), Vfdm (c33), naprdfglidm (27), oftauglidm (28,
599), imdm (a37), Imdm (1654), zndm (159, 601, 601, |491| 806, 944, c162, 38,
f42), prictiudm (e21), prixiudm (e22); narticam (543), Plachiam (c159), oftaugliam (b9),
znam (263, bl1, bl1, c106).

- 2s (21/5): ddfc (120, ¢59), imdfc (487, 1285, 1343, a28, c71), nimdfc (1053),
zndfc (119, 403, 462, 890, 941, 1670, 1672, c66, c67), Zndfc (141, 411, 420),
izazndfc (a36), pitdfc (c68); chufcafc (418), zddafc (1294), imafc (1344), znafc (c87),
poznafc (a37).

— 35 (90/35), see section 4.1 (13-14) and Table D.

- 1p (2/0): nimdmo (747), zndmo (364).

- 2p (1/0): zndte (217).

— 3pl: none of the more than twenty attestations adduced in section 4.1 (47) car-
ries an accent mark on the -a-.

(9) The -a- in past gerunds in -av (16/4): ddf (755, c140), prigleddf (409), Ddf (d4),

izabrdf (1187), Vecerdf (1076, 1510), poftdf (365, 497, 686, 1188, 1196), uftdf (293),
VJdf (316, 469), putoudf (962); ftaf (305, f41), Oftaf (1001), Schdzaf (1359).

4.3 Examples of é

(1) The stem of the noun teg (7/0): Ns tég (1627, c61, e7), Gs téga (55), Is Tégom
(820), Is tégom (c60), Ap tége (1556).

(2) The second stem syllable of the noun vitez (12/4): Ns Vitéz (476, 644), Vitez (533,
534, 652, 678), DLs uitézu (184), Vitézu (a42), Vs Vitéxe (549, 677, 1667), VItéxe (1),
Vitéfe (e6, read: *Vitéxe), Np Vitézi (535, 1519), Gp Vitézi (166).

13 Wagner (1970: 27) regards the attestations of the acute accent in zdbi (209) and pozdbili (176) as mis-
takes. In view of the large number of supporting examples this is out of the question. Note that length is
confirmed by Bartol Kasi¢ (1617/1978), who has aorlp zdbismo (144), l-part mp Zdbili (144), and by the
testimony of quite a few living varieties of Cakavian, not only such dialects as Omi3alj (inf pozabit, I-part
pozabila, prls pozdbim, my material), Orbani¢i in Istria (Kalsbeek 1998, section V.1.1), and Susak
(Hamm, Hraste and Guberina 1956: 183), but also systems that continue Hektorovié¢’s immediate linguis-
tic background, cf. Brusje inf z6bit, prls zobin (Dulci¢/Dulci¢ 1985: 738).
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(3) Verbs of the types pisati, leZati, hvaliti and dignuti with a long € in the stem in at
least one attestation (41/3): inf potézat (82), imperf2/3s iztézdfce (1110), pr3s potéxe
(422), pr3p potéxu (772), gpr pritéxuch (402); inf uézati (662), pr3p uéxt (771), gpt
priuézdffci (724), pass part uézdnu (58), fauézdn (27, 128), obézan (156), obézani
(all); inf téxati (c137), pr3s téxi (1093), gpr téxech (850); inf fcchiéditi (189), gpr
Jechiédech (f51), gpt fcchiédiffci (732); aorls narédih (1506), gpt narédiffci (731); pr3s
hlépi (1024), imp2s hlépi (1297); l-pms naréfcio (a7), pass part naréfcen (c52),
naréfcene (776), naréfcene (d38), uréfcen (783); inf [poménuti (c161), aor3p Jpoménujce
(1066), pr3s Jpoméne (c101), imp2s fpoméni (1244), implp [poménimo (1416); aor3p
chrénufce (869), pr3s chréne (307, 1599), imp2s chréni (224); aor3p natégnufce (870),
gpt potégnuffci (1234), l-pfs uztégnula (602) pr3p iztégnu (152), vs. pr3s ftexe (e5), ob-
ezdn (el7), inf texati (1627). |492|

(4) The adverb opet (8/0): opét (87, 354, 493, 526, 926, 970, a27, £39).

(5) The adverb prem (9/5): prém (494, 728, 745, 919, 1065, 1619, 1647, c86), Prém
(720), prem (172, 424, a6), Prem (43, 1345).

4.4 Examples of {

(1) The stem syllable of the noun svit ‘world’ (3/4, 0/6, 0/11): Ns sfit (42, 161), sfit
(157, 788, 887, 895, 1521, 1529, c72, c178, £63, f102), Gs sfita (347), sfita (775, 901,
c118), DLs sfitu (478, 929, 950, 1315, 1539, a51, ¢55), Ls sfiti (c156).

(2) The stem syllable of the noun rika (9/6, 1/1, 0/0): Ns richa (318, 348), Gs riché
(854), riché (277), DLs ri¢i (315), ri¢gi (267), As richu (273), Richu (325), Is richém
(303, 395), NAp riche (345, 353, 400), riche (462), Riche (1230), Ip richami (342), ri-
chami (444).

(3) The Ns of the noun vrime (7/1, 3/3, 0/8): urime (106, 465, 469, 517, 523, 719,
773, 1026, 1029), Vrime (1027), urime (899, 1269, ¢59, c107, c141, c169, f129,
f131), Vrime (177, 916, 1527, 1659).

(4) The stem vowel of the adjective lip (14/1, 7/4, 1/4): lip (1646), lipa (235, 244,
502, 1086), lipo (233, 524, 529, 623, 992, 1248, 1508), Lipo (235, 524, 525, 622,
623, 1105, 1375), lipu (7), lipi (245, 996); lip (c44), Lipa (c55), lipo (525, 1204, 1625,
c140), lipu (1007, 1093), Lipu (1004).

(5) The NAp of the numeral tri (5/1, 0/2, 0/0): tri (43, 213, 283, 527, 543), tri (218,
1073, 1174).

(6) The Gp ending -i (4/1, 1/3, 0/7): pifni (1232), dindri (730), ftudri (729), prozori
(151), Vitézi (166); rici (214), gliudi (1522, 1612), dni (1658), limini (1192), ddri
(1314), ftudri (f127), ftuari (a22), zuiri (1041), ufti (c49, e50).

(7) The -i- in the adjectival Ip ending -imi (0/2, 2/6, 0/7): ifchargnimi (1270), dobrimi
(1256) vs. drdgimi (1202), mnogimi (cl), Morifcchimi (831), uifcchimi (1152),
nebefchimi (978), oftalimi (a51, c131), zlimi (1254), obrdnimi (c129), guozdenimi (all),
uernimi (c132), dobrimi (c2), miidrimi (804), biftrimi (443), barzimi (444). In the pro-
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nouns there is a single example of an acute accent: tachimi (1017), which is opposed
to the following attestations without an accent mark: sfimi (803, 1116, 1184, a51,
€38, e40), chimi (268, 1118), Chimi (c9, |493| c10), tachimi (1479), nichimi (a2), gnimi
(30, 174, 269, 580, 997, 1113, 1154, 1164, 1366, 1481, 1576, a34), onimi (a3), timi
(341, 977, 1115, 1575), ouimi (461), choyimi (a22, f149), moyimi (92, a2, e39),
tuoyimi (e40).

(8) The -i- in the adjectival Is and Dp endings -im (3/5, 2/5, 1/18): Sarbfchim (519),
uefelim (al8), oholim (1310), perenim (639), sfétim (780), druzim (1409) vs. Mlddim
(f111), pridragim (c154), sfachim (1450), fuachim (c97), gliubchim (f141), tefcchim
(c98), neumichim (1588), tihim (606), priftalim (1376), farcenim (f141), umiglienim
(1309), uichofgnim (all), ifchargnim (c25), inim (a53, el6), iftinim (el5), raziimnim
(794), doftoynim (f139), [tdrim (1246), dobrim (d40), uitim (641), prduim (c32),
Jtariyim (314), tityim (1328), Boxyim (c154), Mnozim (669), druzim (1168, £27).

(9) In this connection it is interesting to notice that there is no single attestation of an
acute in the adjectival GALp ending -ih (0/4, 0/12, 0/15): mlddih (1320), sfachih
(168), golih (1582), oholih (947), pitomih (1043), bludnih (1587), Vmiglienih (948),
ifchargnih (1350), inih (1381), ufilnih (1592), Xalofnih (1589), dobrih (1042), midrih
(41), priydtih (c152), Priproftih (1587), minutih (17), Mindtih (el8), Martuih (1585),
Jtariyih (272), diuyih (1041), drdzih (d42), mnozih (1654, a8), druzih (912, 1275,
1385, a38, a55, a57, c101), Druzih (976). Among the pronouns there are no attesta-
tions of length either (0/15, 0/28, 0/49): sfih (3, 5, 485, 1033, 1212, 1222, 1265,
1330, 1410, 1522, 1536, 1591, a22, d23), Sfih (1612, c140, d20, d42), chih (1448,
1519, 1546, 1573, 1578, a26, c136, c152), Chih (23, 1116), gnih (271, 276, 818, 994,
1091, 1150, 1155, 1202, 1304, 1380, 1480, 1521, 1525, 1599, 1624, a55, a57, c36,
f40, 112, f127), onih (1590, a23, d20), ouih (17, el8), Chachouih (994), yih (147,
148, 219, 617, 619, 815, 984, 1105, 1108, 1111, 1172, 1214, 1242, 1324, 1521,
1527, 1577, 1586, 1599, a49, cl116, c182, e25, f106), gih (1107, f106, read: *yih),
sfoyih (40), choyih (797, 1520, c31), Choyih (1220, e36), moyih (39), tuoyih (1252,
c49, c61, d42).

(10) The -i- in the endings of the present tense of i-verbs:

- 1s (9/6, 5/1, 3/22): dim (135, 385, 1103, c159, c167), Dim (249, 373), uidim
(a4), hualim (1375), Molim (1008), fmislim (1213), mnim (774, 785), profim (332), uim
(136, 1013), prauim (26); dim (250, a57, f119), xelim (a60, c97), molim (545, c95),
molin (sic, a25), uolim (1309, c96), fmislim (f41), umim (360, a5, a32), mnim (254),
ozrim |494| (c105), chiutim (c103), uim (721, a47, c117, e3, {7, £38), Vim (c186),
pouim (a56), zbroyim (c117, f41), ftoyim (253, f42).

- 2s (1/4, 2/11, 0/10): dobauifc (1250), ftauifc (417), oftauifc (1247); uidifc (601,
b11, ¢85, f142), prohodifc (f4), prouodifc (£3), pocudifc (a29), uelifc (266), xelifc (265),
molifc (c126), Vmifc (945), mnifc (1292), gouorifc (1053), progouorifc (c45), zatuorifc
(c46), otuorifc (1054), nofifc (£f3), uifc (909, 1291), proslauifc (1249), naprauifc (1248),
pouifc (910).

- 35 (32/20, 27/66, 1/96): izgubi (987), nauci (1384), di (1383), uuridi (1463), fidi
(1178), slobodi (342), hodi (335), nahodi (939), obhodi (336), dohodi (343), uzhodi
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(341, 344, 457), plodi (895), potuardi (490), pogdrdi (489), udi (1399), prudi (940),
trudi (744), yizdi (229), xeli (204, 1319), gili (1411), brdni (3), hrdni (4), cini (37, 357,
400, 733, 1038, 1315, 1382), mni (357, 908, 1210), zuoni (1374), Zuoni (1044), sni
(992), Napuni (419), fpuni (224), chruni (5), chupi ‘collect, gather’ (73), fchupi (437),
uari (1183), nosi (310), prosi (302), raztrati (1240), pldti (228), cti (1220), uarti
(1128), slaui (766, 788, 1204), ftaui (1048), ddui (1124), loui (72), bixi (152), uzdarxi
(890), boyi (285), priftoyi (1388) vs. gliubi (1600), glitibi (1543), zagribi (1544), dici
(e52), igfchoci (£9), toci (f10), plafci (1128), uci (1441), muci (1383, 1442), di (1597,
1603), blidi (1023), slidi (c144, c178, £136), fidi (962, 1384), uidi (129, 588, 961,
1177, 1429, 1464, c136, c143, c177), nenauidi (1364, 1430), slidi (1024, 1363), zgodi
(1292, 1421), hodi (1258, 1377, 1394, 1531, d10, f69), nahodi (432, 458, 953, 1257,
1378, 1393, 1427, 1438, a51, f43), iznahodi (899), fcchodi (940, 1428), nadhodi
(896), dohodi (954, 1264), pohodi (1263), prohodi (893), Prohodi (903), uzhodi (c194),
porodi (1532), uodi (f44, £70), douodi (1437), prouodi (1354), prudi (849, 1400), trudi
(850, 1036), optichi (1342), Huali (€30), Veli (1551), xeli (c144), dili (a27, d40), misli
(1456), umi (1385), rani (1039), obrdni (928, 1040, c201), hrdni (1162), dohrdni
(c100, c202), fhrdni (927, c130), uhrdni (f24), cini (434, 923, 1442, 1550, c145), ucini
(f15), razcini (f31), lini (c135), promini (1037), mni (1316, 1441, a28, a39, a56, c50),
Mni (1200), uchloni (924, c128), zuoni (790), uzbifni (1268), napuni (c186), fpuni
(c100), chruni (c185), hlépi (1024), zaftipi (438), priuari (302, £128), udri (1324), za-
miri (c142), razmiri (c141), tiri (1042), obori (1619), domori (f157), gouori (864, 942),
razgouori (f158), stuori (453), ofctri (1406), pochofi (c120), nofi (301, 1191, 1198,
1407), zanofi (1530), odnofi (a55), profi (1529), ifprofi (1408), plati (e44), potrati
(200), priurati (f20), pourdti (199, f19), cti (f4), ociti (f124), Hiti (f123), pofchiti (1334,
1376), ceftiti (1333), otisti |495| (1340), grufti (251), zapifti (1339), grifti (1658),
dobaui (f13), slaui (c53), proslaui (c88), praui (482, 746, c87), pripraui (1541, £123),
Jtaui (f14), poftaui (d25), obyaui (f124), poui (257), gotoui (450), lexi (1094), téxi
(1093), priloxi (c102), darxi (1237), tuxi (f79), dotixi (f80), boyi (1330), posfoyi
(c129), goyi (1387), broyi (a51), odbroyi (c130), stoyi (183, 286), ftoyi (1170, 1329,
c120, f129), priftoyi (184, £130), izgazi (f24), uzuozi (c196).**

- 1p (2/2, 1/3, 0/5): uidimo (936), fchrdtimo (111), pozdrauimo (659); dicimo (al),
uidimo (296, 1262, 1415, 1570), nahodimo (1536), xelimo (994), obesélimo (114)'>,
Mnimo (1483), uzpémnimo (935).

14 Here again the figures should not be regarded as exact because as in the case of the pr3s in -a it is not
always possible to separate presents from aorists.

15 Wagner (1970: 27) regards this example as a mistake instead of *obeselimo. Although no argumentation
is provided, I am inclined to agree with this. On the one hand the -i- in the present tense often carries an
acute accent; on the other the syllable -sel- in the adjective vesel and its derivations never carries an ac-
cent symbol (0/27), cf. uefel (136, 687, 696, 959, 1139, 1207, al2), Vefel (590), uefela (590), uefelo (63,
70, 259, 685, 1468), Vefelo (693, 1656), uefelim (al8), uefeli (830, 984), Neuefel (1011), Neuefelo (f72),
inf uefeliti (115), pr2p uefelite (241), imp2s uefeli (d11), imp2p uefelite (194), gps uefeléchi (187, 298).
Elsewhere in Hektorovi¢’s text there are several convincing examples of accent marks that appear to be-
long to an adjacent syllable, e.g. Ns xitdch (1278, read: *xitach), Gs find (166, read: *fina), mird (1023,
read: *mira), putd (al6, read: *piita), DLs darti (c164, read: *ddru), As guftirnii (1087, read: *guftirnu), Ns
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- 2p (3/2, 0/0, 0/4): fidite (326), uefelite (241), cinite (242); glitbite (1597), nato-
cite (219), uidite (325), umite (1494), uite (1493), obsliixite (1598).

(11) The -i- in past gerunds in -iv (2/4, 0/9, 0/4): obazrif (243), Jpuftif (84); Zdbif
(1279), naucif (1359), odlucif (f53), Vzbudif (1224), razdilif (526), Pochlonif (1499),
urdtif (880, 1195), pu/tif (1229, c189), Jprauif (1133), uprauif (408), stauif (1261),
poftauif (407), Stauif (450), priloxif (a43), Priloxif (1379).

4.5 Examples of 6

(1) The stem syllable of the neuter noun more (26/6): Ns mdre (145, 152, 336, 339,
343, 354, 374, 380, 393, 1070, 1468, 1650), more (330, c197, f14), Gs méra (344,
346, 353, 1166), mora (1670, a58), DLs mdru (110, 444, 748, 837, 1190, 1476, 1515,
1639, 1646, 1665), moru (376).

(2) The (only or final) stem syllable of other nouns, notably in the Ns. This requires
some comment. In stem syllables, 6 is rare, due not so much to some irregularity in
Hektorovié¢’s use of accent marks as to the fact that long *0 is infrequent in the Com-
mon Slavic dialect that underlies SCr and is often secondary and/or mysterious in at-
tested varieties of the language. In Hektorovié, several types of cases must be distin-
guished. To begin with, there are dvor and noZ, which in most varieties of SCr are (b)-
stressed and retain length in all forms: Ns dudr (1095, f124), Ns néx (1406). In the
case of both words, the characteristic retention of length is also attested in
Hektorovié: DLs dudru (747, c146), Gs noxa (1047), cf. also the absence of an accent
mark in Ap duoroue (664). Then there are several distinct types of nouns in which
|496| length in the Ns is opposed to absence of evidence for length in other forms:

(2a) Monosyllabic (c)-stressed masculine nouns, where length is Common Slavic. It
seems likely that most or all of the following cases of 6 can be explained along these
lines (14/4, not counting bog): béch (1129), dém (145), l6f (50, 79, 1643, 1676), plod
(a24), rod (e57), rod (d7), réch (c122, £111), fchéch (f112), fméch (1130), zndy (51),
znoy (1472, c60, £59), zuén (1044). The Ns of bog does not usually carry an acute ac-
cent (1/13), cf. Bg (885), Bog (1160, 1333, 1338, 1541, 1577, a7, ¢9, c50, c116,
cl127, c200, e44, f160). There are no instances of ¢ in other attestations of these
words, which are unfortunately too few to be very informative (0/4, again excluding
Bog): DLs domu (259), Gs loua (173, 1511), Gs fchocha (235), cf. also Gs Boga (1408,
1551, 1593, c125, f1, f48), DLs Bogu (294, 316, 888, 1540, 1580, 1615, a25, c58,
¢80, e60), DLs Bugu (1396, read: *Bogu).

(2b) Feminine (c)-stressed nouns, where length is Common Slavic at least in mono-
syllabic forms and where attested SCr tend to have length in polysyllabic forms as
well (28/15): moch (401, 403, 421, 436, f127), nemoch (a31), noch (435, 906, 908,

stdroft (c108, read: *stardft), Gs fceftogd (f160a, read: *[ceftdga), prls nifdm (a29, read: *nifam), pr2s
zddafc (1294, read: *zaddfc), pr3s pridé (c139, read: *pride), gps Pitdyuch ‘ask’ (f51, read: *Pitayuch or
*Pitaytich), aorls Naydéh (212, read: *Ndydoh), |521| l-part fs bild (a44, read: *bila), l-part ns zbil6 ‘turn
into reality’ (1514, read: *zbilo), chité ‘ki te’ (c185, read: *chite), imperf3p slixahii (271, read: *sliixdhu,
also Wagner).
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1620), pomdch (38, 1416, c123, c153), chripéft (975, 1224, 1355), Chripdft (1361),
miléft (1334, a47, c57), [chupdft (1363), [tardft (159, £70, f113, £136), uridndft (al7,
c78) vs. chripoft (d24), Chripoft (1481), miloft (1144, 1613, c100), mladoft (f69),
mudroft (e53), sfitloft (f61), slaboft (£76), sladchoft (1232), stdroft (c108), ftaroft (f80),
Tihoft (c23), uridnoft (f157), xaloft (d18).'® Other forms of these and similar nouns
never carry an acute, despite being quite frequent, e.g. Gs chofti (1107), nochi (253,
£58), foli (73), DLs nochi (934), Is mochyu (433, a54, f49), nochyu (434, f50), NAp mo-
chi (c91), nemochi (f88); Gs chripofti (799, 1378, 1419, 1490), milofti (1312, c14),
Milofti (£48), mladofti (c26, d46), sladchofti (375), Jtarofti (1320), Starofti (932), xalofti
(d45), DLs milofti (592, 1502, ¢166), mladofti (f103), radofti (e52), sfitlofti (1420),
Jtarofti (f104), uridnofti (1501), Vs Chripofti (f5), mladofti (d1), Tihofti (d15), Is
chripoftyu (937, a7), hdrmoftyu (f140), miloftyu (c15, e48), sfitloftyu (e47), uridnoftyu
(c16), NAp chripofti (14, 483, 1412, 1433, 1518, a26, c165, c188, e36), drago/ti (c25),
hrabrofti (1525), milofti (a27, ¢80), pfofti (1258), radofti (1526, {56), slabofti (c91),
tamnofti (1411), xalofti (f55), Ip chripofti (c1)."”

(2c) Other cases of 6 in the Ns: chégn (632), chogn (c189), pochdy (e58), pochoy
(15, 36, 52, 1440, c59, f40, f60, f144), nepochoy (1462, d8), Jtél (1063), zachdn
(1373), zdchén (1359, 1544), zdsléu (747, read: |497| *zdslén). In attestations of other
case forms of the same words the acute accent does not occur (0/25), cf. Gs chognia
(608, 631), DLs chogniu (644, 647), Vs chogniu (634, 634, 635, 636, 636), Np chogni
(981), Ap chognie (527, 602, 629, 630), Gs pochoya (c112, d46), Vs pochoyu (d12), Ls
Jtoli (74), Is ftolom (1267), Gs zachona (1570), Np zdchoni (1545), Zdchoni (1595), Ap
zachone (1598), Zachone (c172). In such cases length is not Common Slavic or Com-
mon SCr, but due to a dialectal lengthening of originally short vowels followed by
word-final resonants under certain conditions. Note that in many cases no length is
marked, cf. (alongside the examples already given) Ns arbor (53), blagoslof (283), broy
(826, 1116, 1150, 1504, c89, c102, c181, d42, e36, {43, {62), Izgouor (c44), odgouor
(120, 889, a53), periuoy (1149, 1162), pochlon (el2), razgouor (30, el7, f40), Raz-
gouor (242). Indeed, the only examples that do carry an acute are ones in which it is
reasonable to assume that the vowel concerned was originally stressed.

(3) The adverb totu (8/3): tétu (174, 252, 317, 363, 1102, 1469, 1651), Tétu (1513),
totu (507, 905), Totu (1073).

(4) As we saw in section 3.1 (31), in feminine nouns the Is ending -om is provided
with an accent mark in nearly three fourth of the attestations (42/16). The mascu-
line/neuter Is ending -om also sometimes carries an accent mark, but only in a quar-
ter of the cases (17/48): tridém (211), fmihém (1406), ftoléom (1267), umom (485,
1284, f103), chipém (f98), Gofpodarém (1325), mirém (960, 1377), Sulétém (722),
xiuotém (780); zlom (1353, {81), putém (56), Gofpodftuém (a7), umiglienftuém (a7),
blagoddrftuém (a7) vs. xdribom (1166), mifecom (828), obidom (1132), stidom (c43),
trudom (15), triidom (f94), tégom (c60), Tégom (820), [trdhom (1108), yunachom (606),

16 Cf. also the length in mnox (1573).
17 This list is not exhaustive.
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ribgnidchom (1179), Obldchom (438), tichom (1225), fcchitchom (639), pobuchom (88),
miichom ‘moan’ (606), chruhom (494), razimom (1333, 1374, 1613), ftdnom (1387),
nacinom (el5), ndcinom (519, all), Pelinom (d37), pochlonom (f139), répom (1127),
chipom (£143), darom (e48), peharom (868), ddrom (1264), glafom (e26), gldfom (d5),
dneuom (434, £50), pochrouom (170, 745, 1183); bldgom (1419), dilom (1450), tilom
(1610), imenom (cl15), brimenom (c98), urimenom (c97), zlditom (234, 832), Zldtom
(1203, d38).

For the correlating soft ending -em the evidence is comparable (2/13): Licém (920),
listyém (1156) vs. putem ‘road’ (c32), uingem (1474), farcem (al8), pogliem (229), obli-
cyem (1376), Vlyem (1063), |498| fchladanyem (f142), pifdnyem (f141), uminyem (a7),
Vminyem (118), chopyem (641), ofctaryem (1047), Oruxyem (126).

There cannot be much doubt about the underlying cause of the difference between
the two endings: the -o- in the feminine ending is long wherever it is attested in SCr
(of course provided that contrastive length is possible in the relevant position),
whereas in the masculine/neuter ending it is short unless the system involved has
lengthened short vowels before the reflex of syllable-final -m. The facts suggest that
the prosodic system reflected by Hektorovié¢’s use of accent marks had carried through
lengthening of short o before word-final m (otherwise we would not find so many ac-
cent marks), but only in part of the cases (otherwise the proportion of accented and
unaccented o would be quite different), cf. the case of to analyzed in section 3.4. As
we shall see, the difference is connected with the place of the stress.

Before turning to the effect of stress we have to remove from the sample two types
of examples where length is probably underlying, i.e. not due to the influence of the
syllable-final resonant.

(@) The case of listyém has to be interpreted against the background of the fact that
neuter nouns with a stem in a consonant plus -j- often have length in endings that
are ordinarily short, cf. NAs ribanyé (a43), znanyé (a43), radouanyé (a30), bityé
(1279), xityé (f72), [poménutyé (1454), sdrauyé (f57), Gs Milofardyd (1579),
Schoncdnyd (1678), poctényd (6), uminyd (777), DLs ufdnyi (c122), mogliényi
(c147), xiuinyu (13, 1485, c27), fatyti (492), bityti (f134), NAp [chlddanyd (f53),
Chiuchienyd (f84), zlamenyd (5), pityd (943)."® Nouns of this type have long end-
ings in much of Dalmatian Cakavian, e.g. Vrgada (Juri$i¢ 1966: 76). In the di-
alects that continue Hektorovi¢’s immediate linguistic background, which have
lost distinctive length in posttonic position, the relevant nouns have length only in
case of end stress, and in the case of stem stress the tell-tale -o (< @) in the Gs and
NAp betrays the original presence of length (cf., e.g., Hraste 1935: 23-24, 1940:
40, Simunovi¢ 1977: 11, 35-36).

(b) The nouns in -stvo (gospodstvo, umiljenstvo, blagodarstvo) may also have had long
endings, as they often do in Dalmatian Cakavian, both in some of the systems that
continue Hektorovi¢’s immediate linguistic background (Hraste 1935: 24, Simuno-

18 The lists of examples are not exhaustive. In all types of cases absence of an accent mark is more fre-
quent.
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vi¢ 1977: 11, 35) and in Vrgada (JuriSi¢ 1966: 76). If this is correct, it follows
that the absence of accent marks in the other attestations of nouns in -stvo is due
to chance, which is awkward but conceivable |499| because of their small num-
ber: Ns difftuo (1435), mnofctuo (1031), ubofctuo (1032), Gs Bogogliubftua (c20),
umiglienftua (d15).

The elimination of two types of neuter derivations (those in -stvo and those with
stems ending in consonant plus -j-) leaves 63 attestations of the Isg in -om (15/48)
and 6 of that in -em (1/5).

Most nouns that are attested with an acute in the ending belong to Stang’s accent
type (b) and accordingly have end stress (or the reflex of end stress) in the Is, cf.
Brusje triid tradd, Zivot -votd, puto -d (Dulcié/Dulci¢ 1985), Bra¢/Hvar/Vis triid tradd,
smih smihd, stol stold, gospodor gospodord, Zivot Fivotd, zld, putd (Hraste/Simunovié/
Olesch 1979), Vrgada triid triidd, smih smihd, sto stold, gospod°dr gospod°ard, Zivot
Zivotd, 210, licé (Jurisi¢ 1973).'° And although mir is (c)-stressed in Bra¢/Hvar/Vis (mir
mira) and Vrgada (mir -a), it is (b)-stressed in the system described by Danici¢ (1925:
22).20

19 The three important Dalmatian dialect dictionaries are the following: (a) Dul¢i¢ and Duldié (1985),
devoted to Brusje on Hvar; (b) Hraste/Simunovié/Olesch (1979), which incorporates lexical material
from the Cakavian dialects of Bra¢, Hvar and Vis. (c) Juri$i¢ (1973), devoted to the dialect of the small
island of Vrgada opposite Biograd na Moru in North Dalmatia. Although all three dictionaries are ex-
tremely informative, each of them has its own drawbacks from the point of view of the problem that is
being investigated in the present contribution. (a) The Dul¢i¢/Dulci¢ dictionary does not incorporate
many words the dialect shares with the standard language and by that token omits quite a bit of informa-
tion that is vital from an accentological point of view. (b) The Hraste e.a. dictionary combines informa-
tion from different dialects, which forces the authors to adopt a certain amount of normalization, particu-
larly in phonological matters. This is unfortunate, because the synchronic phonology of the dialects of
the Bra¢/Hvar/Vis area has been shown to display quite a few local differences, in particular with respect
to the continuation of vowel quantity, in other words: with respect to the very feature that is the subject
of the present article. Matters are made worse by the contradictions present in the literature, which point
to unresolved phonological problems. As an example I would like to mention the question whether or not
the dialect of Komiza on the island of Vis (one of the major sources of the dictionary) has contrastive
vowel quantity at all and if so, in which positions. Whereas several investigators report quantity distinc-
tions, Pavle Ivi¢ states (on the basis of unpublished investigations by Robert Earl Whyte, whose work is
explicitly discounted by Hraste/Simunovié¢/Olesch 1979: XIV) “da je doglo do prefonologizacije kvantite-
ta u vokalski kvalitet” (1972: 264), in other words: that contrastive vowel quantity has been eliminated.
Simunovié¢ (1981a: 259-260) has it both ways: after giving distinct systems consisting of long and short
vowels he states that the difference sometimes disappears, leaving the reader with the problem of conjec-
turing what on earth is going on. (c) Jurisi¢’s dictionary, which lacks the serious dialectological and lex-
icographic drawbacks of the other two dictionaries, describes a North Dalmatian dialect that cannot be
regarded as an immediate continuation of Hektorovié’s linguistic background; nevertheless I have de-
cided to adduce material from it because it is the most closely related system to have retained posttonic
vowel length as such and to have been thoroughly decribed.

20 In the chapter of the Fonoloski opisi that is devoted to Vrbanj on Hvar, Simunovi¢ quotes the Ns of the
word with a long rising tone: mir, opposed to mi:r (i.e., in conventional notation, mir) ‘wall’ (1981b: 273).
If correct, this would imply that mir ‘peace’ is (b)-stressed in a dialect that is among those that imme-
diately continue Hektorovié¢’s linguistic background. However, it is possible that something has gone
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Turning now to the nouns that are not attested with an accent mark on the ending
-om, most of them belong to accent type (a) or (c) in most SCr systems and as such
can be expected to have stem stress in the Isg, cf. Brusje misec -a, obid obida, tég -a,
str6h (given s.v. strosdc; the falling tone implies (c)-stress), pobuk -a, kriih -a, ston -a,
pelin -lina, glés -a, Gs dnéva (implying a stem-stressed Is), pokrév -krova, blégo -a, tilo
-a, brime brimena, Bra¢/Hvar/Vis misec —, obid obida, stid —, tég —, str6h —, oblok —,
pobitk —*, krith —, razum -, stén —, pelin pelina, dor —, glés —, Gs dnéva (implying stem
stress in the Is), pokrgv pokrova, blogo, dilo, tilo, ime imena, brime brimena, vrime
vrimena, zl6to, Vrgada miséc miséca, obid -a, stid -a, str°dh -a, obl°’ak -a, pobiik -a, krith
krilva, rdziim -a, st°dn -a, n°acin or n°acin, Gs n°acina, pelin pelina, d°ar -a, gl°ds -a, Is
dnévon (s.v. d°an), pokrov pokrova, bl°’dgo -a, dilo -a, tilo tila, ime -ena, brime -ena, vrime
vrimena, zl°dto zl°’dta. The noun junak always has (b)-stress: Brusje junok -nokd,
Brac¢/Hvar/Vis jundk junokd, Vrgada jun°dk -°akd.

The evidence is contradictory in the case of four nouns: Brusje Zdrib -a, pehor -hord,
rép répd, Bra¢/Hvar/Vis kip kipd, Zdrib Zdribd (explicitly limited to Brac), pehér pehdra,
rép repd, Vrgada kip -a, Zdrib -a, peh°ar -°ard, rép -a.

Seven nouns are not attested in any of the three Dalmatian dialect dictionaries: um,
Sulet, ribnjak, tik, S¢itak, muk, poklon, so we have to look further afield. For the pur-
poses of this article attention wil be limited to the Vuk/Danici¢ system, where the
noun um is (b)-stressed (iim tima), whereas ribnjak, tik and poklon are not: ribnjak, tijek
-, |500| poklon. This leaves three unattested nouns. The noun $éitak is a diminutive of
a (b)-stressed noun (Stit stita) and accordingly must have been (b)-stressed. The accen-
tuation of muk (which is a very rare word) is not reliably attested, nor is that of the
toponym Sulet, which appears to have died out in the living language (it has yielded
to Solta), cf. on both words the Zagreb Academy Dictionary.

In cases of vacillation among sources I shall assume that the type of accentuation
attested geographically closest to Hektorovié¢ stands the best chance of being the same
as the one found in the system he was rendering (e.g. Brusje prevails over Brac/
Hvar/Vis, Vrgada over Vuk/Danici¢, etc.). It follows that we expect stress on the end-
ing in trud, smih, stol, um, kip, gospodar, Zivot, zlo, puto, Zdrib, junak, $¢itak, rep (19 at-
testations: 12/7), and on the stem in mir, misec, obid, stid, teg, strah, ribnjak, oblak, tik,
pobuk, muk, kruh, razum, stan, nacin, pelin, poklon, dar, pehar, glas, dnev-, pokrov, blago,
dilo, tilo, ime, brime, vrime, zlato (45 attestations: 2/43).

This shows pretty conclusively that the appearance of an accent symbol on the
masculine/neuter Isg ending -om depends on the accentual type of the noun involved.
Note that mir, which is the only noun that is attested with an accent mark on the end-

wrong here: |522| elsewhere, ‘wall’ is given with a rising and ‘peace’ with a falling tone, see, e.g., Hraste
e.a. (1979: XX1V, 547).

21 The posttonic length indicated in the Ns and implied for the Gs (because no separate Gs is given)
clashes with the short vowel indicated in Is pobukon given in the example (from Brusje) and with the
statement that “Nach dem Akzent sind alle Langen gekiirzt worden” (o.c.: XXIV). It is probably a mistake
of some kind.
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ing in Hektorovi¢ without being (b)-stressed in the best available evidence, is (b)-
stressed in Vuk/Danic¢i¢ (mir mira).

(5) The adjectival ending -oga (30/14): drugéga (48), ydchdéga (c136), yunacchdga

(235), Brdcchdéga (720), tanchdga (55), gliudfchdga (1413), nebefchdéga (c125), Nebef-

chéga (f1), morfchéga (56, 1511), zaldga (1260), ueldga (1110), umdrléga (1454),

lacnéga (1581), xédndga (1582), perendga (238), Difnéga (596), duhofndga (1580),

telefnéga (1579), izuarfndéga (819), fmartnéga (924), Slaundga (al), loundga (171),

staréga (1219), [taréga (820), miidrdga (1322), sfétéga (786), [céftdga (e4), prdudga

(366), noudga (172); sfemogoga (e46), drugoga (110), yunacchoga (608), Nebefchoga

(f54), ribarfchoga (a20), tihoga (559), Tihoga (563), fedmoga (a61), perenoga (237),

difnoga (b6), fmartnoga (a33), dobroga (848, 1259), ziuoga (980, read: *xiuoga). The

acute accent on -ga in fceftogd (f160a) is best regarded as a displaced accent mark in-

stead of *[ceftdga (see note 15). An acute accent in the ending -oga is also attested in

several pronouns, in particular:

— ki (12/8): chdga (149, 321, 439, alé6, c71, {35, £35), Chdga (97, 774, 790, 1110,
e41), choga (476, 1009, 1272, 1415, c94, c126), Choga (1358, 1418); |501 |

— svaki (1/6): sfachéga (6), sfachoga (504, 1453, 1638, c37, c135, c186);

— taki (2/1): tachdga (479, 923), tachoga (c185);

— moj/tvoj/svoj (7/6), see for the examples section 4.1(36);

— ovi (1/6): oudga (el13) vs. ouoga (135, 365, 1109, 1220, a58, £36).

In other pronouns the acute is not attested at all, cf.:

— niki (0/3): nichoga (1272, 1398), Nichoga (1333);

— sam (0/4): famoga (94, 1465, 1552, 1594);

— jedan (0/3): yednoga (47, 979, 1551);

— oni (0/14): onoga (109, 245, 346, 410, 490, 503, 560, 576, 1512, al, a20, a31,
a58), Onoga (1263);

— taj (0/20): toga (17, 93, 136, 246, 285, 309, 345, 409, 466, 475, 480, 489, 785,
841, 847, 1209, 1253, 1375, 1603, al9), Toga (1473).

The corresponding soft ending -ega, which is much less frequent than -oga, is attested
as follows in the adjectives (3/5): uicgniéga (f110), mlayéga (250), ftariyéga (249) vs.
Naybogliega (1381), magniega (215), ifchargniega (1594), tretyega (530), Boxyega
(c18). There is a single case of an acute accent in a pronoun: nafcéga (1680), cf. ab-
sence of an accent symbol in the following attestations: nafcega (a50, f160a), sfega
(452, 1147, 1541, 1593, c69, f109, f118), Sfega (f71, uncertain), gniega (27, 115, 679,
774, 1180, 1207, 1359, 1430, 1542, 1552, 1602, 1606), Gniega (c170, f49), tega
(451), sfoyega (596), moyega (562, 1148), suoyega (b6), tuoyega (c17).

(6) The adjectival DLs ending -omu (8/4): drugému (1557), yundcchému (644), riba-

Jchému (a37, read: *ribarfchomu), tihému (837), uelému (1038), recenomu (a21), yedi-

nému (1318), Stdrému (1656); drugomu (979, 1326), cudnomu (1486), Izuarfnomu

(a42). In the pronouns the facts are the following:

— ki (5/4): chomu (142, 789, 1570, d7), Chému (355) vs. chomu (1130, a35, a44),
Chomu (1019);
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— svaki (1/11): sfachému (£107), sfachomu (26, 219, 260, 1037, 1050, 1246, 1316,
1380, 1540, £80), Sfachomu (911);

— taki: no examples;

— moj/tvoj/svoj (7/4): mému (25, 197), tuému (367, c47, c48), sfomu (1012, 1558),
sfomu (385, 756, f147), tuomu (£148);

— ovi (0/6): ouomu (198, 929, 1315, 1539, al, f108);

— niki (0/3): nichomu (1325, £37), Nichomu (1334);

— sam: no examples; |502|

— jedan (0/2): Yednomu (1557), yednomu (96);

— oni (0/4): onomu (1264, a37, a42, a44);

— taj (0/15): tomu (32, 198, 368, 386, 389, 901, 930, 1011, 1095, 1289, 1317,
1329, 1379, 1595), Tomu (284).

The corresponding soft ending -emu happens not to be attested in adjectives. In the
pronouns there are attestations of length in ki and moj/tvoj/svoj, but not in other
types of cases, cf. choyému (1488, £29), moyému (c147) vs. cemu (472, 936, 954, 991),
nafcemu (1516, a21), sfemu (368, 687, 768, 844, 1317, 1602, a44, a59, c56), gniemu
(116, 255, 484, 487, 557, 661, 665, 686, 767, 843, 1601, 1605, 1608, a27, a27,
c168), Gniemu (731), femu (c55), temu (£30), sfoyemu (644).

4.6 Examples of 1

(1) The stem syllable of the noun ljudi (14/7): Np gliudi (74, 1227, 1477, c22), Gliudi
(797, 1308), gliudi (190, 996, a58, c115), Gp glitdi (1522, 1612), Dp glitidem (957,
1021, 1447, f120), gliudem (10, 794), Ip glitidi (1479, 1504), gliudi (e38).

(2) The stem syllable of the noun put (11/5): Ns ptit (688, 842, 865, 1676, a4, a43,
c20), put (111, f110), Gs ptita (366, 1512), puta (a31), putd (al6), DLs ptitu (c144), Is
putem (c32), Ap ptite (a26), cf. the use of the Ns of put as a preposition: ptit (78, 172,
1136), put (110).

(3) The second stem syllable of the noun razum (16/4): Ns raziim (2, 787, 1500, 1611,
c99, e35, e53), Razum (1480), razum (255, c17, el9, f146), Gs raztima (479, 1321),
Raztima (792), DLs razumu (367, 1303), Is raziimom (1333, 1374, 1613). Note the pa-
rallellism with vitez.

(4) The stem syllable of the noun dusa (11/3): Ns ddfca (1610), Gs difce (f65), NAp
diifce (1566), Diifce (1540), As diifcu (927, 1344, 1368, c124, e20), As Difcu (f128), Is
diifcom (1611); DLs dufci (1578), As dufcu (a33, c104).

(5) The root drug-/druz- in several types of cases, in particular:

— The noun drug (5/1): Gs drtiga (c17, c68), Vs drtixe (519), Np driizi (175, 1099) vs.
Vs druxe (132).

— The noun drugba (5/3): Ns drixba (231), Gs driixbé (c192), DLs driixbi (267), As
driixbu (690), Driixbu (c40) vs. Ns druxba (798), As druxbu (1088), Is druxbom
(e21).

— The verb druziti (4/1): inf zdrixiti (f160), aorlp fdrixifmo (1132), l-pfs sdriixila
(al7), ppp Jdriixeni (a5), vs. pr3p druxé (312). |503|
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Other derivations from the same root never carry an acute, e.g. the frequent noun
druZina (0/16) and the adjective druzben (with its derivative noun druzbenik), Ns dru-
xina (275, 588, 590, 602, 603, €29), Gs druxiné (1660), DLs druxini (856), As druxinu
(830), Is druxinom (520, 611, 657), druxinom (640), Vs druxino (532, 619, 666); drux-
bene (691), Np druxbeni¢i (d27).

(6) The root ljub- in several types of cases:

— The stem syllable of the feminine noun ljubav (9/8): Ns glitibdf (1143, 1323),
Gliubaf (e5), Gs glitbaui (264, 766, 1668, c19, c125), Is glitibafyu (a5) vs. Ns gli-
ubaf (a6, d31, £60), Gliubaf (f150), Gs gliubaui (d26, f153), DLs gliubaui (c54, e43).

— The stem syllable of the verb ljubiti (14/5): inf glitbiti (1418, 1444, 1606), glitibit
(1603), aor2/3s Poglitibi (1145), pr3s gliubi (1543), pr2p glitbite (1597), pr3p
gliubé (1542), imp2s gliubi (1450), imp1lp gliibimo (1261), implp Glitibimo (1259),
gpr glitibech (1593), ppp glitibglien (1604), glitibglieni (al0); inf gliubit (40), l-pms
obgliubio (571, 572), pr3s gliubi (1600), imp1p gliubimo (1607).

Several other derivations from the same root never carry an acute, in particular the
adjective ljubak (0/7): gliubach (1327), gliubcha (1538), gliubchi (2), gliubchim (f141),
gliubcho (958, e24), Gliubcho (f58).

(7) The root slug-/sluz- in several types of cases, in particular:

— The stem vowel of the noun sluga (4/1): Ns sliga (232, 1420), NAp sliige (680), Dp
sligam (c151) vs. Dp slugam (c154).

— The stem vowel of the noun sluzba (2/1): As sliixbu (691, £50), As sluxbu (242).

— The stem vowel of the verb sluZiti (13/2): inf slixiti (134, 767, 1326), aor3p slixi-
Jce (817), prls slixu (718), pr2p obslixite (1598), pr3p slixé (811), imp2s obsliixi
(1548), imp1p sliximo (1608), gpr sliifechi (816, read: *slixechi), imperf3p slixdhu
(a3), slixahu (271), ppp slixeni (a3) vs. inf fluxiti (116), pr3p sluxé (311).

(8) The root trud- in several types of cases, in particular:

— The stem vowel of the noun trud (9/3): Ns trid (35, 518, e44), Gs trida (f51, 60,
f86), DLs triidu (446), Is tridom (211), triddom (f94) vs. Ns trud (a35), Gs truda
(86), Is trudom (15).

— The stem vowel of the verb truditi (9/1): aor3p trudifce (1186), l-pms utrtidio
(1120), pr3s tridi (744), trudi (850, 1036), pr3p tride |504| (1299), imp2s tridi
(1304, c168), gpr tridechi (24) vs. aor3p utrudifce (82).

(9) The stem vowel of the neuter noun sunce (4/9): Ns fiinge (506, 749), Stinge (498),
Gs funga (233) vs. Ns funce (427, 1066, 1619, 1664), Sunce (430), Gs funca (400,
1002), funza (f32, read: *func¢a), DLs func¢u (1053).

5.1 Accent marks on vowels not followed by a syllable-final resonant

For a discussion of the material presented in the preceding sections to make sense, we
have to distinguish between vowels followed by syllable-final resonants on the one
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hand and all other positions on the other. For the present section it is only the latter
that are at issue. Table I summarizes the facts as found in stem syllables.??

vowel references attestations accented percentage
a 3.1 (16, 29), 4.2 (2-6) 148 118 80%
e 3.1 (25), 4.3 (1-4) 86 73 85%
i(A) 3.1(12),4.4(1-4) 59 41 69%
i(B) idem 28 13 46%
i(C) idem 32 1 3%
) 3.1 (1), 4.5(1-3) 123 84 68%
id., excluding bog 109 83 76%
u 3.1(2,5), 4.6 (1-8) 168 125 74%

Table I: accent symbols expressing long vowels in stem syllables

Taken as a whole this confirms the tentative regularity formulated in section 3.3 on
the basis of a limited sample: if a stem vowel is long, the odds that its length will be
expressed are at least two to one. Generally speaking this regularity holds for all indi-
vidual cases as well, with allowance being made for the statistical distortions that
gain the upper hand as the number of relevant examples becomes smaller.

One individual case deviates strikingly from the general tendency: in the noun bog
Hektorovié prefers not to write an accent symbol.

Endings present a partly different picture, see Table J. Here again, word forms
ending in a syllable-final resonant have not been taken into account (prls -am and
-im, Is/Dp -im, Is -om), nor have endings that |505| are poorly attested. In the case of
-i-, attention is limited to the state of affairs to be found in section A of the text.

pr3s pr2s Gs pr3p gps  8ps adj pr3p gps gps pr3s
-a -as -e -e -e¢ -e(i -oga -u -ué  -uéi -i-

acc. 90 21 86 86 40 72 30 80 18 14 32
unm. 35 S 20 25 11 27 14 54 27 23 20
att. 125 26 106 111 51 99 44 134 45 37 52
perc. 72% 81% 81% 77% 78% 73% 68% 60% 40% 38% 61%

Table J: endings containing long vowels not followed by a syllable-final resonant

Generally speaking, here too the tentative regularity formulated in section 3.3 is cor-
roborated. Note that as in the case of stems the proportion of marked vowels is high-
est in the case of a and e.

The only important departure from the regularity is provided by the low propor-
tion of marked vowels in the case of the gerund endings -u¢ and -uci. This is a point
we shall be returning to.

22 Note that Ns of gospodar, stvar, dar, plav, sam, razum have not been counted because in them the vowel
involved is followed by a syllable-final resonant.
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5.2 Accent marks on originally long vowels followed by a syllable-final reso-
nant

In investigating vowels followed by a syllable-final resonant one has to take into ac-
count an additional complication arising from the fact that in this position length can
have broadly speaking two types of origin: it can be either original or the outcome of
a relatively recent lengthening process of short vowels followed by tautosyllabic reso-
nants. Although for reasons of space an exhaustive discussion of this complex subject
will have to await a later occasion, there is no harm in summarizing the tendencies
that come to light in the material surveyed so far.

In stems, vowels with original or underlying length followed by a tautosyllabic re-
sonant appear to behave no differently from long vowels in other positions, as shown
in Table K.

Note however the limitations of the evidence. In view of the small number of rele-
vant examples attention is limited to word forms containing word-final resonants. The
only vowel to be abundantly attested in different types of cases is a; the vowels e, o,
and u are each attested only in a single type of cases; i is not attested at all. |506|

vowel  references attestations accented percentage
a 3.1 (16, 29), 4.2 (1-2, 5-6) 90 66 73%
e 4.3 (5) 14 9 64%
0 3.1(1) 4 3 75%
u 4.6 (3) 12 8 67%

Table K: stems containing original (underlying) long vowels followed by tautosyllabic resonants

As they are, the figures conform closely to the regularity formulated in sections 3.3
and 5.1. The same holds for all individual instances apart from that of the Ns of stvar,
where accented and unaccented attestations are more or less equally frequent (11/12,
see 3.1 (29)). Endings are displayed in Table L.

prls -am adj Is/Dp -im prls -im Is -om
reference 4.2 (8) 4.4 (8) 4.4 (10) 3.1 (31)
accented 19 3/2/1 9/5/3 42
unmarked 7 5/5/18 6/1/22 16
attestations 26 8/7/19 15/6/25 58
percentage marked |73% 37%/28%/5% 60%/83%/12% 72%

Table L: endings containing or presumably containing underlying long vowels
followed by tautosyllabic resonants

Again the limitations of the available facts have to be kept in mind. In all cases the
resonant involved is word-final -m. For the vowels e and u there is no evidence. With-
in these limitations, we find that the facts concerning the vowels a and o are in con-
formity with the regularity proposed in sections 3.3 and 5.1. In the case of i, it turns
out that we have to distinguish between adjectival endings and the prls of the verb.
This point requires some discussion.
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One might be inclined to attribute the difference between the adjectival endings
and the verbal prls to a statistical fluctuation caused by the small numbers involved.
That it is not is shown by the fact that it recurs in all three sections of the book.

Moreover, a quite similar difference crops up among some closely related forms.
Though here, too, the numbers are small, they consistently point in the same direc-
tion: in the present tense of the verb length is reasonably common, cf. 2s -is (1/4,
2/11, 0/10), 1p -imo (2/2, |507| 1/3, 0/5), 2p -ite (3/2, 0/0, 0/4), whereas in the
oblique plural cases of the adjective length is positively exotic, cf. Ip -imi (0/2, 2/6,
0/7), GALp -ih (0/4, 0/12, 0/15). Note however that even in section A of the book,
the proportion of accented 7 in the prl-2s and prl-2p taken together is lower than the
regularity formulated in sections 3.3 and 5.1 would lead one to expect: 15/23, or
39% of the total number of attestations. The pr3s, by contrast, is quite normal, with
61% (Table J).

This is reminiscent (almost down to the exact percentages) of the relatively low
proportion of accented vowels in the case of the gerund endings -u¢ and -uci as com-
pared with the pr3pl ending -u. It turns out that at least in endings, Hektorovi¢ was
less inclined to indicate length on the high vowels in non-final position than he was to
do on the same vowels in final position and on all other vowels in all positions. We
shall come across some more examples of this in section 5.3.

The case of the adjectives is clearly very different. There, length is downright ex-
ceptional and the chances are that in Hektorovié¢’s prosodic system the -i- was or
could be short in adjectival endings. Note however that the -o- was very obviously
long, at least in -oga and -omu.

5.3 Accent marks on originally short vowels followed by a syllable-final reso-
nant

We can now turn to cases of length that are due to lengthening of an originally short
vowel followed by a syllable-final resonant. Such instances of length are quite fre-
quent in Hektorovi¢’s language, but the details are intricate and not always
straightforward, even apart from the obvious fact that we cannot in the case of every
single vowel determine in advance whether it has to count as underlyingly long or
short.

We have examined in detail the case of the masculine/neuter Is ending -om (sec-
tion 4.5 (4)). If the ending can be assumed to have been stressed, an accent mark is
present by and large according to the regularity formulated in sections 3.3 and 5.1,
quite as if we are dealing with original length. If, on the other hand, it was not
stressed, accent marks appear exceptionally, if ever.

This is not the only type of cases where lengthening of short vowels followed by
syllable-final resonants appears to depend on the presence of stress. Although in most
cases the evidence is less abundant, we find it also in the endingless Ns of nouns and
adjectives with a stem in -1, cf. Chabdl (1467), Jtél (1063), mdl (513, 1339, c157), zdl
(932) vs. |508| uartal (1087), pofal (c151, £31), izgibil (1422), mifal (1383, £30, f123),
mal (1631, c89, f43), mil (780, 1337, c52, e7), priftal (c43), uefel (136, 687, 696, 959,
1139, 1207, al2), Vefel (590), Neuefel (1011).
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Monosyllabic forms (stol, mal, zal, mil) will be assumed to have been stressed. As
for the other examples, cf. Brusje Kabdl, vartal, posél, véselo, Bra¢/Hvar/Vis Kabdl,
vartal, pos6l, misal, vésel, Vrgada Kab°d, vit’a, pos°d, mis°d, vése. The noun izgibil and
the adjective pristal are not attested in any of the three Dalmatian dialect dictionaries;
for izgibil cf. however Bra¢/Hvar/Vis pogibil, which has the same morphological struc-
ture; for pristal cf. Vuk/Danici¢ pristao, pointing to stress on the final syllable.

In examples in which end stress is certain or plausible (Kabal, posal, stol, mal, zal,
pristal), length is indicated in half of the cases (6/6), whereas among those words that
are likely to have had non-final stress (vartal, misal, vesel/nevesel) there are no exam-
ples of length (0/13); mil and izgibil have not been counted here because only a single
one of the relevant attestations is found in section A of the book, so that the evidence
is without value.

Cases of lengthening of vowels in arguably unstressed syllables are so rare that
they have probably to be explained as underlyingly long. Although limitations of
space preclude a complete discussion of the material, it is interesting as an illustration
to take a look at the masculine singular of the l-participle, where forms with underly-
ing and secondary length are inextricably intertwined. Several types of cases have to
be distinguished:

(1) If the vowel preceding the -l is an -a- reflecting *a, presence of an acute [read: ac-
cent mark, WV 2009] is frequent (9/9): ddl (739), Nahitdl (741), pdl (c158), posldl
(1667), poznal (a45), slifcdl (a38), uftdl (514), uzbiydl (1340), fpiudl (a54), vs. Dal
(c13, c17, c43), imal (c90), ifpifal (a54), pifal (a44), radoual (a29), filoual (386), Tiral
(f26). In dal it is reasonable to expect underlying length; in pal, poslal, poznal, ustal,
uzbujal, imal, ispisal, and pisal one expects final stress and hence lengthening; in nahit-
al, slisal, spival, radoval, siloval, and tiral one expects non-final stress and hence no ac-
cent marks, unless the vowel is underlyingly long. Since Nahitdl and slifcdl display an
acute accent, we have to conclude that these forms had underlying length, which
strikes one as surprising at first sight, but is actually quite in line with the evidence
provided by the accent marks in pohitdli (629) and infinitives like pogleddti (235),
which also point to underlying length (see section 3.1 (6)). We have to conclude
|509| that any -a- reflecting *a preceding the final -1 of the masculine singular of the
[-participle is long. This is exactly what we find in the dialects that continue
Hektorovié¢’s immediate linguistic background, where -a- < *a is always reflected as
-0- in the masculine singular of the l-participle, cf. pré(D), grijo(I) (both with under-
lying length, cf. préla, prélo, grijola, grijolo), ¢uvé(l) (with underlying brevity, cf.
cuvdla, civdalo), examples given by Hraste (1926-27: 205-206).

(2) If the vowel preceding the -l is an -a- reflecting a secondary jer, an acute is excep-
tional (1/17): muchdl (797), dotechal (1355), mogal (a6, a46), odrechal (250), Pomar-
chal (d45), pofcal (573, a4l), potechal (225), Rechal (1547), rechal (226, 390, 1356,
c90, c133, f17), stechal (249), zatechal (f18). Except in posal one expects non-final



39

stress in all these cases. The Hvar dialects have unstressed -a- (i.e. the reflex of short
*a) in such examples, cf. Brusje trésa(l), striga(l) (Hraste 1926-27: 202).%

(3) If the vowel preceding the -l is an -i- (reflecting *i or *€), an acute is less frequent
than in the case of -a- reflecting *a even in the case of section A of the book (8/13,
1/8, 0/18): bil (773, 783, 1140), chiipil (760), ¢til (774: read: *ctil), hodil (759, 779),
htil (760), imil (740) vs. bil (460, 764, 780, 794, 906, 1682, €8, e13), Bil (1667), buga-
ril (a54), chiutil (f144), dicil (784), gouoril (459, 1046, f27), htil (373, 739, 1045,
1055, ¢51), imil (793), mnil (£f28), nadilil (e48), ochrilil (e47), ostauil (e8), oftauil
(1254), otuoril (460), Pldtil (247), poftauil (1253), pozlouoglil (a24), priprauil (c119),
sloxil (f156), Jril (1139), ftauil (a42), uidil (401, e39), umil (480, a54), zapouidil
(1338). The low proportion of accented vowels probably reflects Hektorovi¢’s disin-
clination to provide high vowels with an accent mark in non-final position in endings.

(4) Other vowels are too rare to offer suitable material for discussion (2/4): cul (774),
pocél (a35) vs. Cul (283, 1487), cul (467), fel (960).**

The connection between stress and lengthening of short vowels has a counterpart in
the dialects that continue Hektorovi¢’s immediate linguistic background. As usual we
have to be content with the fact that information about posttonic length has been re-
tained only in the case of *a. In the following examples from Hvar we find 6 reflect-
ing stressed *a and a reflecting posttonic *a: dlén, kréj, roZon, pakél, badon, kabdl,
jub6v, norév, jedoén, vs. Pétar, vdrtal, ¢dval, jdval, Pdval. In the case of underlying
length we find o even in posttonic position, e.g. dblok Gs dbloka, ribor |510| Gs ribora,
Gp mdcok, présoc, doloc (examples from Hraste 1935: 17-35).

It by no means follows from this that the state of affairs reflected by the accent
marks in Hektorovi¢’s book is identical to the one attested in the modern dialects of
Hvar and Bra¢. The most striking difference consists in that in Hektorovi¢’s book,
length is much less consistently indicated than one would expect on the basis of the
regularity formulated in sections 3.3 and 5.1.

This appears to hold already to some extent for forms ending in -I. It holds much
more strongly for forms in -j, of which we examined an example above (section 3.1
(28)). Substantially the same pattern recurs in all types of material. The Nsm of the
possessive pronouns moj, tvoj and svoj, to give another example, occasionally carries

21 wonder if the acute accent in muchdl is not due to analogical introduction of the length found in the
inf *milkniti, cf. razbigniiti (585) and the discussion in section 3.1 (7).

24 Note that there is not a single case of length if -0 appears instead of -I, cf. pricao (662), otafcao (640),
chufcao (653), pridao (681), pomagnchao (a24), poslao (682), poznao (a49), razigrao (632), Oftao (568),
razggniuao (679), darouao (a7), dozuao (680); bio (610, 1645, a43), zagubio (564, 589), obgliubio (571,
572), dicio (c62), naréfcio (a7), grifcio (1630), razredio (612), uidio (92, 604, 929, 1200, 1629, 1646, a49),
odio (1199), pogardio (1308), utrtiidio (1120), xelio (a28, a60), razdilio (574), izmislio (a40), imio (122,
¢61), umio (654, f156), cinio (880), proginio (930), mnio (91), Pochlopio (639), popio (626), priftupio (661),
bugario (b2), priuario (672), Vdrio (608), Smirio (646), gouorio (371, 1307), htio (879), hotio (372), upuftio
(643), Jprauio (627), poftauio (669), sloxio (a40), tuxio (121), broyio (f155), zbroyio (1119); odueo (664);
zacuo (678), Padnuo (611), zaginuo (636), izuarnuo (648).
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an acute accent, but usually does not (4/43): mdy (a32), tudy (2, c¢51, e57) vs. moy (1,
35, 132, 223, 263, 279, 519, 546, 825, 1612, 1676, a43, a53, e3, €20, e40, e44, {39,
f145), Moy (600, b10), tuoy (566, 592, 859, 914, 1248, 1251, 1290, 1338, 1359,
1398, 1501, a60, c82, c99, d7, el3, el9, e35, f146), sfoy (16, 122, 481, 754, 942,
1084, 1363, 1461, 1500, c5, c151, c200, e55). Or compare the Ns of kraj (3/9): chrdy
(277, 1090, 1629), vs. chray (60, 720, 788, 1616, c18, c77, f9, f22), Chray (1070).

The challenge posed by this material can be formulated as follows: the examples
carry an accent mark in too many cases to make the assumption of mistakes plausible,
but the proportion of accented and unaccented forms does not conform to the regular-
ity formulated in sections 3.3 and 5.1. This clashes with everything we have seen so
far of Hektorovié¢’s use of accent marks.

I think an explanation has to be found along the following lines. Lengthening of
originally short vowels followed by syllable-final resonants is the consequence of an
earlier neutralization of the contrastive difference between long and short vowels in
the relevant position. This stage is still found as such (usually in part of the cases) in
quite a few living dialects, e.g. that of Novi Vinodolski, where a distinction between
short and long vowels followed by syllable-final resonants exists only in pretonic posi-
tion. Otherwise speakers of the dialect tend to lengthen non-contrastively any vowel
that is followed by a tautosyllabic resonant. They are actually unable to pronounce a
convincing short vowel even in non-dialectal words like hotel (realized as hotél) even
when speaking the standard language. In rapid speech the impression that all vowels
followed by syllable-final resonants are long tends however to disappear.? |511|

I assume that Hektorovié¢’s book expresses a stage at which vowel length was op-
tional or perhaps even neutralized in vowels followed by syllable-final -j and probably
-l. Hektorovi¢ used accent marks in those cases that for whatever reason he found suf-
ficiently salient. This practice may also account for the curious rule we came across in
section 3.1 (5) while examining the compounds of *iti (i.e. examples like najti): accent
marks are attested in the following forms: inf, pr3s, imp1lp, aorls, and aor2/3s; on the
other hand accent marks never appear in the plural forms of the aorist.

6. Vowel length in the stem of the verb ciniti

To wind up the discussion we shall take a brief look at the kind of patterns that be-
come noticeable as one gains some insight into the workings of Hektorovi¢’s way of
using accent marks. As an example I shall choose the frequent verb ciniti. In attested
accentual systems, the verb (¢initi ordinarily has a short stem vowel in all forms. There
are however several types of exceptions to this:

% These observations are based on my own lengthy exposure to the dialect in 1973 and 1974. Contrary to
what is the case in most SCr systems, v does not count as a resonant. The fact that in pretonic position
the distinction is not neutralized is clear from Steinhauer’s analysis (1973: 169-170) of the data in Beli¢
(1909). The fact that the impression of length tends to disappear in rapid speech (which is not the case
with ordinary length) has a counterpart in Beli¢’s practice of not indicating length in clitics like san, joj
etc. (Steinhauer 1973: 170).
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— If the imperative is formed without an ending, the stem vowel is occasionally
lengthened in those systems that lengthen short vowels followed by syllable-final
resonants, e.g. Vrgada ¢in (Juri$i¢ 1973: 37). As a matter of fact this is rare both
in Vrgada and in related dialects, to the extent that they have been described in
sufficient detail.

— In some dialects some compounds have a long stem vowel throughout and are,
accordingly, (b)-stressed, e.g. Omisalj pr3s ¢ini, l-pns cinélo, inf ucinit, pr3s ucini,
imp2s ucini, l-pms uciné, l-pfs ucinéla, PPP uciriend vs. nacinit, pr3s nacini, imp2s
nacini/ndcini, I-pfs nacinila, PPP nacirien (Vermeer 1980: 461).%

In Hektorovié¢, the stem vowel of ¢initi ordinarily does not carry an acute accent, cf.
inf ciniti (946, 950, 1305, 1434), cinit (834, 1384), razciniti (859), uciniti (545, 1458,
a22), ucinit (1343), l-pms cinio (880), l-pmp cinili (520), gpt naciniffci (1216), aorls
Cinih (53, 1185), ucinih (c83), aor2/3s cini (1159), ucini (d3), Vcini (292), aorlp uci-
nifmo (749), aor3p cinifce (1644), ucinifce (1188, 1663), imperf2/3s cignidfce (861),
imperf3p cigniahu (1212), pr3s cini (37, 357, 400, 733, 1038, 1315, 1382), cini (434,
923, 1442, 1550, c145), cin[i] (1209), razcini (f31), ucini (f15), pr2p cinite (242),
pr3p ciné (374, 1341, 1577), gpr cinéchi (1015, 1069, 1460, 1556, 1585, f50), cinechi
(c110, f12), cinéch (1417), cinech (1451). |512|

Nevertheless an acute accent is printed on the stem vowel in a small number of
forms:

— To begin with, there are several attestations of length in the imperative in zero: 2s
cin (1254), Cin (1245), cin (1265, 1281), Cin (1059), Vcin (1286), 1p cinmo
(1579), Vcinmo (221), 2p Cinte (1598).

— More surprisingly, there is also an attestation of length in an imperative in -i: 2s
cini (279), cf. cini (488, 1297), Cini (1332), ucini (404, 1266), 1p cinimo (295,
1569).

— Finally, we find an acute accent in the only attestation of the prls in -u: cigniu
(690).

Although it is always possible to regard these forms as errors, examples of vowels that
are incorrectly indicated as long are exceedingly rare in Hektorovié’s text.?” Moreo-
ver, most of them involve acute accents that belong on an adjacent syllable, e.g. Gs
putd (al6) instead of *ptita (see note 15) and since neither the imperative ending -i
nor the prlsg ending -u are ordinarily long, cini and cigniu cannot plausibly be re-
garded as mistakes of this kind.

In this context it is interesting to see that the imperative has a long stem vowel in
Bartol Ka$i¢’s printed Piesni duhovnae of 1617, an interesting text in which a complex

26 The initial stress of nd¢ini is the consequence of an optional rule according to which additional urgency
is imparted to an imperative by stressing the initial syllable (for further examples and a brief description
of the semantics of this phenomenon see Vermeer 1980: 449-450).

%7 A thirty-page discussion of this point which was part of an early version of this contribution had to be
left out for reasons of space.
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system of accent symbols, double vowels, and double consonants is employed to indi-
cate vowel length and the place of the stress.

In Kasié, as in Hektorovi¢, most attestations of ¢initi have no indication of length in
the stem vowel, cf. inf cinitti (10, 105), cinitti (47, 89), Cinitti (2, 133), cinit’ (111,
112), cinit’ (149), Cinit’ (92), aor3p cinifce (35, 100), cinifce (116, 148, 155), cinifce
(sic) (67), l-pms cinil (sic) (59), cinnio (162), (42, 162), l-pfs cinilla (13, 143), [-pmp
cinilli (17), Cinilli (78), prls cinijm (74, 133), pr3s cinij (94, 104, 126), cinij (2, 14, 30,
41, 44, 94, 117, 118, 136), Cinij (62), pr3p ciné (51, 61, 128), gpr cinécch’ (162),
cinécchi (44, 124), imperf3p cigndhu (127); inf ucinitti (93), ucinit’ (59, 67, 93, 114),
Vcinit’ (5), Vcinit’ (149), aorls ucinih (69, 127), ucinih (165), aor2/3s tccini (89), ucci-
ni (12, 57, 160), Vccini (57, 158), l-pms ucinil (130), ucinio (18, 29, 59, 130, 142,
159), Vcinio (26, 144), gpt uciniv/ci (59), Vcinivfci (151).

Length is also absent (in contradistinction to what we find in Hektorovi¢’s system)
in all attestations of the imperative if it is endingless, cf. imp2s cin’ (70), cin’ (16),
Cin’ (50, 116, 129), ucin’ (31), Vcin’ (135). Like Hektorovi¢, however, Ka$i¢ has
length as soon as the imperative |513| takes the ending -i, cf. imp2s cijni (20, 166),
Cijni (113), 2p cijnite (13), 2p cinitte (7).%

In addition KaS$i¢ has length in the aor2/3s of the simple verb: cijni (56, 104, 164),
aor2/3s Cijni (104). In the case of this form Hektorovié’s evidence (consisting as it
does of a single attestation that is not provided with an accent mark) is inconclusive.

As for the prls in -u, which unfortunately is not attested in Ka$i¢, it is important to
realize that familiar accentological rules force one to expect length. In SCr, the simple
verb ¢initi usually belongs to Stang’s accent type (c). Now if the stem contains a heavy
syllabic nucleus, as it does in the case of ¢in-, one expects to find length in disyllabic
stem-stressed forms, e.g. prls *¢iriu, aor2/3s *¢ini.*

End-stressed forms, on the other hand, must have had a short vowel in the stem,
e.g. aorls *Cinixs, in the same way that the Vuk/Danici¢ system opposes As riiku to
DILp rukama. In the noun, where stem-stressed forms are both basic and numerous,
analogical reintroduction of length in end-stressed forms has been common, begin-
ning with a very early generalization of length in disyllabic forms, see Kortlandt
(1975: 33); in other types of cases traces of brevity abound, cf. in addition to
Danicié’s ritkama such examples as Omisalj Lp stupth (opposed to NAp stiipi, my ma-
terial; the dialect lacks a tonal contrast), Vrgada Gp sindv, DILp sinin opposed to Ns
sin, Gs sina (JuriSi¢ 1966: 74-75).

It follows that Hektorovi¢’s cigniu can be regarded as a genuine attestation of a
long vowel which has to be reconstructed on the basis of well-established accentolog-
ical laws, but has so far failed to turn up in real life, on the one hand because the prls
in -u is poorly attested in material that has preserved evidence of vowel length, and
on the other because length has tended to be analogically replaced with the short

28 Cf. also the examples from Ivan Bandulavi¢’s edition of the Lectionary (1613) quoted by Daniéi¢ (1925:
282, originally 1872).

2 On the accentuation of the (c)-stressed prls see Stang (1957: 108-111); for other evidence of stem
stress in the (c)-stressed prls in SCr see also Vermeer (1984: 347n).
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vowel that is regular in the overwhelming majority of forms (which are end-stressed)
and in the corresponding forms of compounds (which are not disyllabic), cf. Vuk/
Danicié¢ aor2/3s ici.

7. Conclusions

(1) In the 1568 edition of Hektorovi¢’s selected works a comfortable majority of long
vowels (between three and four fifths) are provided with accent marks. There are two
major exceptions to this:

(1a) For i the regularity holds only in the first 800 verses of “Ribanje”, after which
accented 7 becomes much less frequent. |514]|

(1b) In endings, the vowels i and u conform to the regularity only in absolute final
position, whereas in non-final position only about two fifths of arguably long vowels
are indicated as such.

(2) An examination of all relevant examples confirms the traditional view (Maretic,
Mladenovié¢, Wagner) that the grave accent is not functionally distinct from the acute.

(3) Lengthening of short vowels followed by syllable-final resonants is never indicated
in arguably unstressed syllables.

(4) In stressed syllables length is indicated regularly before word-final -m, in half of
the cases before word-final -l and only rarely before word-final -j.

(5) Although this contribution has been devoted not so much to Hektorovi¢’s lan-
guage as to his use of accent marks, we have had occasion to notice several features
of his language that remain hidden if one does not consider the prosodic facts, e.g.:

(5a) The evidence shows that Hektorovi¢ distinguished clitic to containing a short
-0 from orthotonic to containing a long -6.

(5b) Hektorovi¢ has evidence of length in the infinitive and the [-participle of poly-
syllabic (a)-stressed verbs not only in -ati (where the modern dialects that continue
Hektorovié¢’s immediate linguistic background have the regular reflex of length), but
also in verbs in -iti and -nuti, where the evidence of the modern dialects of Hvar and
Bra¢ is inconclusive.

(5¢) It appears that in the adjectival inflection the -i- in the Is ending -im and the
oblique endings of the plural was short.

(5d) Hektorovi¢’s accent marks show the presence in the (c)-stressed verb ¢initi of
length alternations that have not so far been observed in living material.

(5e) If Hektorovi¢’s text is reliable, the old name of the island nowadays called
Solta was (b)-stressed: *Sulét, Gs *Suléta.

University of Leiden

Appendix

This Appendix contains the text of Hektorovié’s two prose letters to MikSa Pelegri-
novié, in order to enable the reader to follow the system of references (for which see
further section 1.4). |515|
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[a0] OVO PISCE PETRE HECTOROVICH HVARANIN, POCTOVANOMV
GOSPODINV MICHSCI PELEGRINOVICHIV, VLASTELINV HVARSCHOMV,
CHANCILIRV ZADARSCHOMV.

[al] PRigodamife po ouomu napochongniem ulchar(enyu Pelegrinouichiu mili
poyti do onoga Slaunéga Grada (choyiml(e sfi dicimo) Dubrounicha,

[a2] [nichimi rody4&ci i [priategli moyimi, u ormanu brigentinu, [yedném mrixari-
com pod zapouid nalcu,

[a3] gdi nas bilce duadefét po broyu, meu onimi choyi slixdhu i chi slixeni bihu,
lifce prifidac, namirnichof i priatégl,

[a4] Na chi pit ueleme podtachnu xeglia da uidim i (taré priateglie i noue,
naulaftito niché nigdar paruo neuidine,

[a5] Idolcadfci tamo priyati bifmo i [draxeni [uelichom gliibafyu choyuti neumim
ifpifati ni mogu,

[a6] i prem dabih mogal bilabi (tuar uele duga pobrayati gliubaf imilofcchiu choyu
priya[mo nayparuo od oné prisfitlé i praué Golpodé

[a7] (Choyu chachoye Bog miloftiui Gofpod(tu6m darouao, tachoyuye pamétyu i
uminyem i umiglien(tuém i blagodar(tuém i praudém i chripoftyu naréfcio)

[a8] i potém choyulmo imali od priatégl mnozih,

[a9] Samo ti*° nayedno gouoru, ne lifto u Gradu da ualdi u darxaui i chotaru
gniegouu gdigodifmo dofcli (a proflcligafmo i uidili dof(ti)

[a10] waldifmo bili po cudnouati nicin uidini gliabglieni i obilno obdarouéni,

[a11] tacho dagim[mo® oftali sfim uechie nego guozdenimi uerugami uichofgnim
nacinom obézani,

[a12] Vchém Gradu meu [(tuari iné naydohle uelel nemalo,

[a13] chada uidih daye i ondi pozndno ime tuoye yere i[pitoudn bih dofti za tebe,

[a14] I uelemi pohuégliena bi Iyubcha tuoya, chachono stuér zamirita i izuar(na,

[a15] choytno ti nichad u pridgnid urimena sloxi naredno i upila,

[a16] Schéga putd nachon duadelet i pét dan uréatiflcife domém, pouiddn mi bi
yedan glas uele drag i ugodan,

[al7] at6 daleye tuoya uridnélt sdrixila [ Go[poyém Liuiom Vladichém naredném
plemenitém i pohuaglienom,

[a18] Zachu stuar tife raduyu f(a sfim farcem i uelelim, xeliuchiuam dug xiuot,
(chladan, miran, celtit i dobar, |516|

[a19] I za Zlamenye od toga [cagliuti fouém chgnigom pripilano

[a20] (izuan onoga ribanya méga i ribar[choga prigouaranya)

[a21] ono cim mene u recenému Gradu Dubrounichu i potom u nalcemu, na
zaurachienyu nadililce,

[a22] hotéchi tebe od sfih [tuari choyimi mene dariuayu dilnicha uciniti,

[a23] Toytichie biti na milto onih darof choyile budi priategliem na pir pofilati,

30 At first sight the source appears to give Sdnoti, but closer examination shows that the third letter is
really an m, the left-most section of which is no longer visible.
31 Read: *dayimfmo. |523|
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[a24] I pouidalcemi do nicholicho urimena potém, daflile pozlouoglil yeretiye parui
pléd pomagnchao,

[a25] Nemoy molinte, da na sfém day hualu Bogu, Choyi (4m i yedini, zna canamye
za boglie,

[a26] i chinam d4ye mnoge ptte po chih moremo chripofti od ultarpinyé pochazati,

[a27] Choyi nam dili milofti i ddye ono caye drago gniemu, i uazima opét (chachono
stuar sfoyu) chadaye gniemu ugodno,

[a28] Buditi dofti poznati da imélc uirenicu plodnu, cali (tachofe meni mni) uele
xelio,

[a29] Néchiu dale pocudilc datife nifam pria radoual nego [ada,

[a30] yedno zéc i pozdno radouanyé nie nigdar pohuyeno,

[a31] drugo zalcto i nemogoh, yere [yutraddn chachole uarnuh (puta onoga doydemi
yedna cudnouata nemdéch

[a32] choyuti neumim izrechi, i choyami omrazi xiuot moy,

[a33] Zatém druga choydme douede do [martnoga meyalca, tacho dami yedua u
[taru chipu neuoglnu dufcu oftaui,

[a34] za gnimi tretd i cetudrta (choyemi ne tribuye pobrayati) tacho da ouo [céfti
miféc* tece da me mucé i neuoglié

[a35] i maloye dan da [amfe pocél duizati (odra i pomalo poftupati, u chomu stdnyu
nay parui trud priyah tebi ouo pifati,

[a36] ufayuchi chada izaznalc iltinu od mene, da michielc sfe priyati za dobro,

[a37] Azalcto imdm [Gmgniu nemalu datichie u onomu ribafchému?®® prigouaranyu
yedna (tudr biti neugodna dochleyoy uzroch nepoznalc,

[a38] At6 yereli (moxebiti) i od druzih sli(cal bugar(chice one choyéfu moyi ribari
bugarili, i onu iftu pifan choyu obadua zayedno pripiualce,

[a39] imnimife damichieflc rechi ufebi,

[a40] Zalcto nifi sdm od tuoga uma choyegodi bugar(cchine i pifan izmislio i sloxio,
|517|

[241] negoli polcal one ftuari che i druzi umiyu pouidati?

[a42] zatoti dAm znati, Dalam ya uelichu pémgniu [tauil ifpilati [zuar(nomu Vitézu
onomu

[a43] i dati na znanyé sfe ribanyé moye i uas piit moy prauém iftiném onacho
chachofye bio, ne priloxif yednu ric naymagniu,

[a44] Yerfe indcho nie priftoyalo ni onomu chomu pifah, ni meni choyilam pifal,
budichimi driga bild uvalda iftina usfemu,

[a45] I tolicho uechie, Zalcto tchogodibi ctéchi poznal dafu rici nouo sloxene i
izmilcgliene

[a46] mogalbi potém uerouati i darxati daye i sfe oftalé ono slaxom sloxeno i
izmilcglieno,

[a47] Zatim yolcchie uim da zna tuoya mil6ft, Chachono Latini darxé (prauo i

32 Read: *miféc.

33 Read: *ribarfchému.
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dofltoyno) Hiltoriu za ric iltinnu,

yereyoy [tauglieno yelt ime od one rici choyéale zoue Hilter, ca zlamenuye
uidinye ali poznanye,

ato zac nitchor ini nepilce tey stuari nego tchoyihye uidio i poznao,

Tachoti i mi i sfe [trane nalcega yezicha

(choyile meu sfimi oftalimi na sfitu nayuechi broyi i nahodi)

darfe®* i [cine bugar(cchice za [tuari iltinne, brez [imgnié sfache, a ne za laxne
chacho(u pripouifti niche i pifni mnoge,

Zato ouo budi odgouor moy i tebi i sfim inim,

choyifam [a sfé6m mochyu (chachofam umil nayboglie) i[pilal sfe ono caye
Palchoy i Nichola bugaril i [piudl,

Choye [tuari alifufe oni od druzih naucili ali druzi od gnih, toy meni nifctore
ni daye ni odnoli,

I achochielc dati pouim ono cale meni mni

dimti daye uechie prilicno ch iftini dafule oni od druzih naucili nego druzi od
gnih,

at6 yerelu oni ribari i gliudi od mora, choyi brodechile nigda fouim anigda
[onim, nilctofu od ouoga a nifcto od onoga slifcali, i [pomgniém slifcaytichi
naucili,

I n6mi*® neoftaye da rechu za [ada, nego datife u sfemu priporucuyem,

i da xelim sfachi tuoy napridach i poctenye i calt chachofam xelio uafda chrét,
V[taré6m Huaru na duddefét ddn mifeca octobra [edmoga godilcchia od
[pafenya, uarhu tifuchia pét fat i petde(ét. |518|

PETRE HECTOROVICH ISTOMV GOSPODINV MICHSCI PELEGRINOVICHIV.*¢
EVoti [cagliu Chripo(tni i naredni Golpodine Michlca, oni Sarb(chi n&cin®
(oudi zI61u®® upifan)

Choyimye Palchoy i Nichola sfachi po febi bugarfcchicu bugario,

34 Read:
%5 Read:

*darxe.
*Inomi.

3 This brief letter is in several ways atypical: (1) Much of it (more specifically: b5-11, 13-15) consists of
text the printers have done their best to align with the notes of the melody under which it is printed. As a
consequence the text contains some unusual cases of word spacing within words: od digliafce (b5, this
could also be a normal instance of a word space after a verbal prefix), fiue rine (b9), uidifc lime (b11),
deuoy cha (b13, twice, b14), giz daua (b14, b15), te re (b15), bel la (b15). (2) In other respects, too, these
lines are very unusual, note in particular:

—  the uniquely low proportion of vowels provided with an accent symbol (see section 2.3, Table C);

— the

use of double Il in the adjective meaning ‘white’: bellu (b8), belli, (b9), bel la (b15); these are the

only double consonants in the entire book (Mladenovié¢ 1968: 12);

— the

consistent absence of capitals as the initial letter of names: radofaue (b5), radofaf (b7), fiuerina

(b6), fiuerin (b7), fiuerine (b9), dunaya (b15);

—  the

unique spelling suoyega (b6), with u, as opposed to the normal spelling with -f-, (e.g. sfoyega in

the parallel passage, 596), which is attested 46 times.
%7 1t looks as if there are two acute accents on the d.

38 Read:

*zdolu.
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[b3] I tochdye nécin od oné pilni I chlice Deuoycha: Choyulu obadua zayeduo®
pripiuali.

[b4] BVGARSCCHICA.

[b5] Chadamile radofaue uoyeuoda od diglialce,

[b6] Od fuoyega grada difnoga (iuerina

[b7] Cefltomile radofaf na [iuerin obziralce,

[b8] Teretomi ouacho bellu gradu beliyalce

[b9] Ouomite oftaugliam belli gradu*® fiue rine

[b10] Moy difni grade

[b11] Neznam uechie uiyulite, neznam uechie, uidifc lime

[b12] PISAN.

[b13] Ichlice deuoy cha, Pochlice deuoy cha

[b14] Yolc clice* deuoy cha mladami tere giz daua,

[b15] Mlada te re giz daua, [abrig bel la deuoycha dunaya.
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