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members, Dr. Joseph Conrad, Dr. Jadwiga Maurer, Dr. Robert Rankin and Dr. Donald
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ABBREVIATIONS

Grammatical, geographical and language abbreviations

1st
2nd
ind
A
).
adv.

Fren
fut,

Ger

imp.
inan.
inf.

ipv.

l-part.
MHG
MSik

n-p.
num.

OHG
PAP

past

Pol
poss.

mn W #unnwin

R (O L (E LN L LI O NN (L [ O T (T Y T | L O | A L O L |

first person

second persen

third person

accusative case

adjective

advert

animate

central (geographically) (distinguishable from c. = century by context of
discussion)

century {disunguishable from ¢ = central by context of discusston)

Central Siovak dialects

Czech literary language

dative case

diminutive

dual

eastern

East Slovak dialects

feminine

French

future tense

genitive case

German

mstrumental case

imperative

Inanimate

infinitive

imperfective aspect

locanve case

Latin

l-participle

masculine

Middie High German

Moravian Slovak dialects

nominative case

northern (distinguishable from n. = neurer by context of discussion)

neuter (distinguishable from n = northern by context of discussion)

non-past tense

cardinal numeral

old (as in OCz = Old Czech)

Old High German

past active participle

past tense

plural

Polish literary language

possessive

Mark Richard Lauersdorf - 9783954790883
Downloaded from PubFactory at 01/10/2019 03:02:51AM
via free access
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PPP = past passive participle
PrAP = present active participle
prep. = preposition

pres. = present tense

pron. = pronoun

pv. = perfective aspect

refl. = reflexive

5 = southern

Slav = Slavic

Sk = Slovak

Sg. = singular

Y = vocative case (distinguishable from V = vowel by context of discussion)
w = westem

WSlay = West Slavic
WSk = West Slovak dialects

Mark Richard Lauersdorf - 9783954790883
Downloaded from PubFactory at 01/10/2019 03:02:51AM
via free access
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hardness of preceding consonant {see, however, & below)

softmess of preceding consonant (including 1 ,§ - see Chapier III,
note 3 for further explanation)

vowel length (see, however, &, £, 7, { below)

syllabicity of consonant (e.g., ) (see, however, 3, § below)

semivowel portion of a diphthong (e.g., je ) (sce, however, 3, & below)

nasality of vowel {e.g., ¢)

vowel (distinguishable from V = vocarive by context of discussion)

consonant

“back jer”, short higher mid back vowel (< * ) (also: “reduced vowel™)

“front jer”, short higher mid front vowel (< *1) (also: “reduced vowel™)

“strong jer” (developed qualitatively into various vocalic reflexes)

“weak jer” {generally produced a zero reflex, although retained in some

environntents)

Phonological symbels

< = derives from

> = develops into

<—or—> = yields {e.g., in paradigmatic derivation of forms:
*uméti (inf.) —> *umém (1st sg. n-p.))

- = altemnates with

[ 1] = phonetic ranscription

I = phonemic transcription

< > = actual graphemic shape (as recorded in text(s))

# = word boundary

* = historically reconstructed form

nmuw o mwwnnnu

zero reflex of weak jer

short low front vowel (ie., fronted [a])

long low front vowel (i.e..fronted [4]) = long [d])

“jat ", Proto-Slavic front vowel whose exact phonetic value is uncertain,
this symbol indicaies ['e] in contemporary Czech orthography

long high back vowel in contemporary Czech onthography (i.e.,[d])

high central (unrounded) vowel in Proto-Slavic and modem Polish;

this symbol indicates [ i ] in contemporary Stovak/Czech orthography

voiceless dental affricate

voiceless alveopalatal affricate

palatalized voiceless alveolar affricate

“jot”, voiced palatal semivowel

voiced labiovelar ssmivowel (i.e., [w])

trilled voiced fricative (essentially trilled [ r ] and [ ] pronounced together)

voiceless alveopalatal fricative

palatalized voiceless alveolar fricative

voiceless velar fricative

voiced alveopalatal fricative

palatalized voiced alveolar fricative

voiced dental affricate

voiced alveopalatal affricate

palatalized voiced alveolar affricate

I U R R e
2
e |
o

nn

“w
no

| | < A Y | | T | | Y O VY O

Cade LA LM Bah Bl el W50 B MM MR T P D)

13
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Abbreviations for dialect divisions cited in this work and correspondences between
abbreviations and dialect names/geographical regions!

bbreviat fial ; hical regi
MSlk = Moravian Slovak - {includes Keledsky dialect)
sMSik = southern Moravian Slovak — PodluZsky dialect

- southem tip of MSlk
wMSIlk = western Moravian Slovak - Dolsky dialect

— westernmost region of MSlk
seMSlk = southeastern Moravian Slovak — KopaniZirsky dialect

— south of the towns Uh. Ostroh, Uh. Brod
sWSIk = southern West Slovak

w-sWSlk = western - southern West Slovak — Zdhorsky dialect

- westernmost region of sWSIk
c-sWSlk = central — southern West Slovak — Tmavsky dialect

— region around the town Tmava
e-sWS1k = eastern — southern West Slovak ~ Hlohovsky dialect

- region around the town Hlohovec

ne-sWSlk = northeastern — southern West Slovak - Piedtansky dialect
- region around the town Pied{any

nWSlk = northern West Slovak

s-nWSIk = southern — northem West Slovak — Dolnotrenc¢iansky dialect
- region around the town Trentin

n-nWSIk = northern — northemm West Stovak — Homotrengiansky dialect
— region around the town Pov. Bystrica

nCSlk = northern Central Slovak — Qravsky, Turfiansky, Liptovsky
Homeonitriansky, Tekovsky,
Zvolensky dialects
~ the regions of the former political districts:
Orava, Turiec, Liptov, Nitra (northem
area), Tekov, Zvolen

' The dialect divisions and names employed in this investigation (as outlined in this List of abbreviabons
and on the accompanying map) follow those in Krajtovil 1988. Any departurcs from KrapoviZ 1988 are
specifically outlined in the notes to this list of abbreviations. ! have not distinguished what Krajéovié terms
“border areas™ (pomedzné aredly). but rather have included each of these smaller areas in the larger dialect
regions on which they directly border. This does not affect the present study in any way since none of the texis
investigated here lie in these border areas. The geographical borders for the dialect divisions (except MSikk)
presented in the maps of this study were drawn on the basis of the Slovak dialect map on p. 4 of Swolc, et al.

1968a. The M5lk diatect borders were drawn on the basis of information supplied in Bartod 1886, Havrinek
1934, TrévniZek 1926.
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sCSlk = southern Central Slovak

w-sCSlk = westemn ~ southern Ceniral Slovak? - Hontiansky, Novohradsky dialects?
- the regions of the former political districts:
Hont, Novohrad {except castern arca)

¢-sCSIk = central — southern Central Slovak? - Ipelsky, Zdpadogemersky dialects?

- eastern region of the former political
district: Novohrad (along the Ipel river)
and westemn region of the former political
district: Gemer

e-sCSlk = eastern — southemn Central Slovak? -- Stredogemersky, Vychodogemersky
dialects?

— central and eastern regions of the former
political district: Gemer

wESIk = western East Slovak

s-wESIk = southern — western East Slovak? — (southern areas of) Spissky, Sanisky
dialects; and Abovsky dialect?

— southem regions of the former political
districts: Spig, Sari¥; the entire region of
the former political district: Abov

n-wESlk = northemn — western East Slovak? - (northern areas of) Spi¥sky, Sarissky
dialects’

— porthem regions of the former political
districts: Spig, Sari¥

eESIk = eastern East Slovak — Zemplinsky, Soticky, UZsky dialects
- the regions of the former political districts:
Zemplin, Uihorod

* A division of the sCSIk dialect area into western, central and castem regions is a simplification of a rather
complex dialect sttuation. However, according 1o Krajtovié “The isogloss boundary (of the Hontiansky dialect
area] with the neighboring Novohradsky dialect area is not sharp™ (1988, 261). Thus it is not entirely
unjustificd to group these dialects together into one (w-sCSIk) region. The same can be maintained for the
coupling of the Ipelsky and Zdpadogemersky dialects into a ¢-sCSkk region, since again Krajfovid states; “The
150glass boundary [of the Zdpadogemersky dialect] with the Jpelsky dialect is not sharp, because several
characteristic traits of the Ipelsky dialect, especially in the south, penctrate to the banks of the Rimava river,
indeed even beyond them™ (1988, 268). The grouping of the Stredogemersky and Vychodogemersky dialects
into an ¢-sCSlk region is more problematic. It should be stressed here. therefore. that the divisions — w-sCSlk,
¢-sCSlk, €-5CSlk - cited in this work were chosen on the basis of the phonological traits investigated in this
study (not on the basis of the entire sCStk dialect picture), and at times they represent mere geographical
designations and not strict dialecial divisions.

' A division of the wESIk dialect area 1nto northern and southern regions is not gencrally valid in terms of
the overall ESlk dialect picture. The abbreviations n-wESIk and s-wESIk are used in this study only as
geographical designations in Lhe discussion of the reflexes of long 4 and long ¢
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

Itis generally accepted that the present-day Slovak literary language was codified in its
basic form in the mid 19th century by the Slovak scholar Ludovft Snir (1815-1856)). It is also
generally acknowledged that prior to Stir and his codification, a similar, but unsuccessful,
attempt to creaie a standard Slovak tanguage was made by Anton Bernoldk (1762-1813) in the
late 18th centuryZ. There is not general agreement, however, on the degree or type of
standardization, or better, normalization, exhibited by Slovak texts before the codifying efforts
of Bemoldk, Suir and their followers. As might be expected, the disagreement on this issue is
greater the earlier the time period under consideration. The present study focuses on the 16th
century and the degree and type of standardization/normatization exhibited in a corpus of
administrative-legal texts wrilten in the Slovak language territory during that period?.

Essentially two basic models have been proposed in various configurations by scholars
investigauing the situation in 16th century administrative-legal texts from the Slovak language
temitory. Some scholars have ctaimed that 16th century Slovak speakers continued the 14th-

1 5th century practice of using closely related Czech as their means of written interdialectal
communication. These scholars hold that during the 16th century the appearance of Siovak
features in such Czech texis is essentially random and unsystematic. Others have asserted that
the 16th century Slovaks wrote in a language displaying distinct interdialectal Slovak norms.
These scholars consider that, although this language was either based on or modeled after the

' Suir's Nawuka redl slovenskej (1846) represents the initial description and codification of what is today the
standard Slovak literary language. This codification (somctimes referred to in Slovak as Sturovéing) was based
primarily on the language of the educated class in the Central Slovak dialect region. Less than enthusiastic
reactions to Suir's codification by some of his peers resulted in an agreement in 1851 on several changes
(primarily in orthography, phonology and morphology) as proposed by Michal Miloslav HodZa (1811-1870)
and codified by Martin Hattata (1821-1903) in his Grammatica Knguae slovenicar collatae cum proxima
cognata bohemica (1850) and Krdtka mluvnica slovenskd (1852). This compromise-codification closely
resembles modemn literary Slovak in orthography, phonology and morphology and underwent only relatively
minor changes in its further development toward the standard language in use today. (See Durovid 1980,
Pauliny 1983, 175-199; Stankiewicz 1984, 25-32.)

? Bernoldk s codification (sometimes referred to in Slovak as bernoldkov&ing or bernoldéting) is considered
to be based on the language (especially spoken usage) of the educated class in and around Tmava (nof the local
West Slovak Tmava dialect, see especially Pauliny 1983, 163-169). His work was published in several
volumes. Dissertatio philologico-critica de literts slavorum, de divisione iliarum, nec non accenribus (1787),
Linguae slavonicae per regaum hungariae usitatae compendiosa simul, et facili orthographia {1737,
Grammatica slavica (1790); Erymologia vocum stavicarum sistens modum multiplicand! vocabula per
derivationem et compositionem (1791), Slavicae nomenclaturae diversarum rerum latine, hungarice, et
germanice redditar (1791); and Siowdr Slowenski, Cesko-Latinsko-Nemecko-Uherskf (published afier his death,
1825-1827). Bernoldkpvéing was the chosen language of composition of the writer Jur Féndli (Juraj Féndly)
(1754-1811) and the poet J4n Holly (1785-1849). However, due 10 both socio-historical and linguistic
circumstances it failed to gain universal acceptance as the Slovak literary language. (See Durovi¢ 1980; Pauliny
1983, 160-174; Stankiewicz 1984, 25-32.)

1 A full description of the textual corpus for this investigation, including the reasons behind the choice of
period {16th century) and text type (administrative-legal texis), is presented in detail in Chapter 11 of this study.
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Czech literary language (alongside Polish in the east), it exhibited consistent use of distinctly
Slovak feawres under the influence of regional Slovak dialect systems.

The major Slovak dialect regions

The Slovak language territory and the major Slovak disiect regions

The Slovak language territory is traditionally divided into four major dialect regions:
Moravian Slovak (MSlk), West Siovak (WSIk), Central Slovak (CSlk), East Slovak (ESIk).
(Sce, for example, Cufin, et al. 1977; Havrdnek 1934; Krajfovi& 1988; Lehr-Sptawinski and
Stuieber 1957; Stanislav, 1967a; Vainy 1934.) There are several points, conceming the
relationship of these Slovak dialect regions to the neighboring Slavic languages and to one
another, that must be mentioned here as background information for this investigation.

The MSIk dialects form a transition zone between the Czech language temritory to the west
and the rest of the Slovak language temritory to the east. As such, they share phonological traits
both with the Czech dialects on their western border, as well as with the Slovak dialects on their
eastern border.

As might be expected, the WSk dialects (particularly the westemmost Zihorsky dialect)
share several phonological traits with Czech and MSIk to the west. Somewhat unexpectedly
however, the WSIk dialects are, in their basic phonological structure, closer to the
geographically more distant ESlk dialects than to the immediately neighboring CSlk dialects o
the east.

The CSlk dialects have many phonological traits in common with WSlk and ESlk.
However, there are a number of phonological traits that clearly distinguish the CSlk dialects
from the WSIk and ESlk dialects. Interestingly, many of these divergent traits in CSlk closely
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resemble traits of the South Slavic language group.

As mentioned above, the ESk dialects stand phonologically closer to WSIk than to CSlk.
However, at the same time it is important to note that the ESlk dialects display a number of
phonological traits in common with Pol, which directly borders on the ESlk region in the
north4,

This four-region dialectal arrangement of the Slovak language territory provides the generat
framework within which the differentiation of the individual Slovak dialects, as well as the
development a 16th century standardized/nommalized Slovak language form, must be
considered.

The sociolinguistic situation in the Slovak lands before 1500

Itis often the case that dialect divisions within a language arise along natural geographical
boundaries in the territory where the language is spoken. It is also common for artificial
political/admimistrative boundaries to play a role in dialect development. Both types of

* The dialect divisions and relationships outlined here have been explained as the result of the early
linguistic contacts and early patterns of migration of the Slavic peoples who setiled the regions in question.

Regarding the relationship WSIk-ESlk vs. CSlk:

"The East Slovaks are a part of that Czechoslovak [linguistic] group from which the West Slovak and
Moravian Slovak dialects were also formed. They arrived in their present-day areas of seitlement approximately
at the same time as the West Slovaks, only they crossed the Carpathian Mountains by way of the East
Slovakian passes and the West Slovaks, along with the Moravians, went by way of the Moravian gate. |,

The ancestors of the Central Slovaks probably penctrated from the south [where they had first settled (see
Pauliny 1963, 17-19)] up te Orava, Turiec and Liptov and divided the East Slovaks from the West Slovaks, Tt
1s cifficult to determine if this happened soon afier arrival in the present-day areas of scttlement or first after
retreat from the Magyar advance in the 10th century. However, it is cerain that it was earlier than the 13th
cenury. Thus the East Slovak dialect was divided from its closer West Slovak counterparn and became the
neighbor of the less close Central Slovak dialect”™ (Pauliny 1963, 50-51).

Regarding the divergent features in CSik and the relationship CStk—-South Slavic:

“[T]hese features [resembling Scuth Slavic) arose in Slovak as a result of South Slavic-Slovak contiguity.

. . . some of Lhe so-called South Skavisms in Central Slovak, or at lcast the basis for them, arosc already in the
Slavic prote-homeland” (Pauliny 1963, 38). “[I} is necessary {0 assume that the ancestors of the Central
Slovaks were settled contiguous to the ancestors of the South Slavs already in the proto-homeland and took
some linguistic traits from them already there. As regards the positioning of the Central Slovak dialects among
the Siovak dialects it is necessary again 1o assume . . . that the Proto Central Slovaks moved from the proto-
homeland first out of all the Slovaks. They probably followed the South Slavs, with whom they were probably
neighbors in the proto-hometand, and settled probably between the Tisza and the Danube, south of the present-
day Slovak temitory and in present-day south Central Slovakia on the lower course of the Ipel and Hron rivers.
From there they probably then moved to the north into the present-day region of Central Slovakia™™ (Pauliny
1963, 1B).

Regarding the relationship ESIk-Pol:

“Thanks to its marginal geographical position, East Slovak underwent separate development in many
features. . .. The contiguity of Polish and Ukrainian [with ESIk] was not without significance for this
development, but to speak of Polish influence in the sense of some sort of non-organic interference in
connection with some parallel Polish-East Slovak fealures would not be correct. For example, the loss of
quantity, stress on the penultimaie, sofmess of consonants, the change ', & > ¢, § and some other features
developed organically in East Slovak, parallel 1o Polish, but not under Polish influence. Of course, the
contiguity of Polish was not without meaning here. For some other features for which the necessary conditions
also exhisted in East Siovak, Polish served as a model for concrete resolutton™ (Pauliny 1963, 51). See akso
Kotwliz 1963 regarding the issues of the relationship EStk—Pol.
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boundarnies were relevant in the early formation of the Slovak language and its dialect divisions,
but the political/administrative boundaries are more important for the discussion here. With the
mise of the Hungarian kingdom in the 10th century, a political border arose between the MSlk
dialect region, which came under the control of the Czech kingdom (Bohemia-Moravia within
the Holy Roman Empire}, and the remaining three Slovak dialect regions, which fell under the
rule of the Hunganian kingdom. This political border, separating out the MSlk dialect region
while bringing together the rest of the Slovak language territory, caused that “Conditions were
also created for convergent linguistic development of all the Slovak linguistic regions [within
the Hunganan kingdom, i.e. nor MSIk] despite dialectal disunity, thus, for example. the West
Slovak dialects from that time onward had closer [ties] to the Central Slovak dialects than to the
Moravian Slovak dialects, although before the 10th century it was the opposite™ (Pauliny 1950,
42),

The role of political/administrative boundaries in Slovak dialect formation was even more
sigmficant as regards the differentiation of individual dialects within the West, Central and East
Slovak regions. Many of the Slovak dialect divisions within the West, Central and East Slovak
regions follow the natural geographical divisions in those parts of the Slovak language temitory.
However, these same geographical divisions mark the boundaries of many of the internal
political districis established for the goveming of the Slovak lands within the Hungarian state’.
in those areas where there are no natural geographical boundaries, but there were internal
political/administrative boundaries, the borders of the individual Siovak dialects run roughly
along the political borders of those former Hungarian administrative districts. Pzuliny states
that the political boundanes *left deep traces in the dialectal division of the Slovak region”
(1950, 41). Krajtovit in discussing 13th-15h century phonological developments, remarks that
“The isoglosses of clder traits in many places follow the old political district borders™ (1971,
97). Habovstiak (1972) makes the ¢laim (primarily on the basis of lexical data) that even in
instances where geographical boundaries coincided with political boundaries, the Slovak dialect
divisions were influenced to a greater degree by the political boundanesS.

The division of the Slovak lands into smaller administrative districts within the Hunganian

3 Dpinions vary on the acual origin of the political divisions of Slovakia within the Hunganan state,
however, it is generally agreed that they date from the beginnings of Hungarian rule and that they lasted until
the period following World War I. For a synopsis of views on the issue and further references see Habovitiak
1972, esp. 120.

¢ “Not only the borders of the individual administrative districts ran along the region of these mountains and
mountain ranges, but also isogloss bundles arose in these same places. In such cases it is difficult o say with
certainty which factors were decisive in the emergence of dialectal divisions, i.e., whether the geographical
factor was primary, or whether the socio-economical factor is to be given priority. The geographical factor had,
however, only secondary importance, that is through the intermediary of the political factor” (Habovitiak 1972,
121). Further, "Mountain ranges and mountains are places where linguistic isoglosses converge primanily
because the political border runs along these arcas™ (Habovitiak 1972, 126).
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state was the political status quo for several centuries leading up to the time period in question.
According to Pavliny, “One can then say that before the Tartar invasion (1241-1242) the entire
prescnt day Slovak territory (within the defense lines and outside the defense lines) was already
integrated into the Hungarian state administration™ (1983, 50). Only for a brief period at the
beginning of the 14th century was there a different arrangement of political administration when
the Slovak areas of the Hungarian kingdom came under the rule of regional oligarchs, the most
powerful of which were Mdtyéds Csék, who held most of West and Central Slovakia, and the
Omiodé family which ruled much of East Slovakia. Because each of the Hungarian
admnistrative distnicts developed into a politically and economically more or less independent
unit, the individual dialects that arose within each of these districts remained somewhat isolated
with respect 1o one another. More importantly, because of this relative independence of the
districts there was little opportunity for any one city or region within the Slovak lands to
develop into an interregional economic, political, or cultural center whose dialect could quickly
rise 1o the level of a prestige dialect and serve as the basis for the formation of a broader
uterregional, interdialectal norm (as happened, for example, with the Central Czech diatect
around Prague). Thus, as stated by Pauliny, *“This [relative independence of districts] brought
about the result that the Slovak language, developing within the framework of these districts,
for a long tme did not display any distinct convergent features, or convergent features in
development were for a long time offset by divergences in development. This affected the
dialects and the form of the language for the entire society. It is thus possible to explain the
slow and uneven formation of the Slovak nationality and people and the late emergence of a
literary language form for the entire society” (1983, 48).

Dunng the 15th century, the growing importance of the cities and their wealthy classes and
the increasing contact on many levels among the members of the upper classes in the respective
administrative districts brought about a greater need for a means of interdialectal written
communication that would be more widely accessible than Latin (which was at that time the
official language of legal and administrative affairs in the Hungarian kingdom). Because no
prestige dialect or other indigenous interdialectal formation that might have served as a nascent
Slovak literary language prevailed, the way was ieft clear for the implementation of the closely
related and already highly standardized Czech literary language as a means of written

communication among the Slovak upper classes?.

! For a detailed presentation of the socio-historical as well as linguistic variables that played a role in the
introduction of Czech as the vehicle of written communication in the Slovak language territory in the 14th-15th
centurics sec among others: Décsy 1955; Kirdly 1958; Pauliny 1956a, 1966, 1972, 1983 (csp. 76-78); Varsik
i956¢. 11-69.
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Czech in Slovakia

The early standardization of Czech and its influence at that time beyond the borders of the
Czech lands is well-documented. Extant examples of 14th century Czech religious and secular
prose and poetry, as well as late 14th century administrative and legal records in Czech, show
that the language was in use in most areas of written production in the Czech lands by the start
of the 15th century. The peniod of the Hussite movement, which arose at the beginning of the
15th century around the religious reformer and scholar Jan Hus (1371-1415), was marked by
the increased use of Czech in both religious and secular affairs in the Czech lands. According
to Auty, "By the time the Hussite wars ended in the 1430’s the Czech language was in use in
most spheres of national life. . .. When we consider that the relative uniformity of the
phonological and morphological structure of the language remained unimpaired, and that its
orthography was in the process of consolidation, we can establish the mid-fifteenth century as
the period of origin of the Czech literary language as a normalized, polyvalent, nationally
recognized idiom™ (1980, 169-70)8.

The influence of this 14th-15th century Czech literary language beyond its borders is clearly
evident in early Polish religious manuscripts. Polish scribes often used Czech models as
reference sources for their work. To cite only ane example, the translators of the earliest
complete Polish Bible, the “Queen Zofia Bible™ completed in 1455, made use of a Czech
translation in their work from a Latin oniginal (sec Wydra and Rzepka 1984, 60). The early
influence of literary Czech on the development of Polish is also seen in the Polish lexicon,
where a substantial number of texical items, particularly specialized terminology from various

cultural spheres, was borrowed from Czech®.

* In the history of many European languages, the translation of the Bible played a major role in the early
development of the literary language. The same is true for the development of literary Czech in the 14th and
I5th century Czech lands. The first complete Czech translanon of the Bible is dated 1o the 13805, and a
number of Czech Bible manuscripts were produced during the period around the Hussite movement (sec Auty
1980, 166-7; Merell 1956, 7-29). It is interesting to notc that what might be considered the first translation of
the Bible into Slovak 1s not accomplished until the mid i8th century when the Camaldolite monks, in their
efforts to standardize the language used by the Slovak Catholics, produced the Swaré Biblia Slowénské aneh
Pisma Swatého &dstka 1., . The earliest extant copy of this translation dates from the years 1756-59 {scc
Pauliny 1983, 146).

¥ Klemensiewicz concludes that “It is an indisputable fact, which must be kept in mind in the history of the
development of the Polish lexicon, that the Polish Middle Ages were subject to the very strong appeal of of
Czech culture, literature, and also indeed language. . . . Our workers in the field of the written word had o
look to the Czech models, our translators wanted and had to take advaniage of already finished Czech
translations™ (1985a, 134),

Havrdnek states that “If we Lake a look ar the Bohemisms that alrcady at that tme make up the permanent
assets of literary Polish, we see that Polish borrowed from Czech above all specialized terms of cultural and
civilized life that were necessary for the tasks of a literary language. These are religious and theological as well
a2 other specialized terms (from education, medicine, botany, ¢tc.} . . ., Many legal and adnunistrative terms
are of Czech origin . . .. During the Hussite period, Czech military terms armive . . . ™ (1963, 295-6).

For an overview of the carly influence of Czech on Polish with references to further literature on the topic see
Havrének 1963,
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Czech also exerted strong linguistic influence in the Slovak language temritory at an early
stage. Whereas in Poland Iiterary Czech served as a model and supplemental source of lexical
material for the nascent Polish literary language, in the Slovak lands the Czech literary language
itself served for a time as a means of written expression. Early Czech manuscripts, especially
religious writings, were being used and reproduced on a limited basis in the Slovak lands
already in the 14th century!©. By the 15th century Czech began io be used on a broader scale
for the production of wniten documents of many different types, first in West Slovakia and
later throughout the Slovak language territory. “Czech began to take root and be used
systematically in letters and documents among the landed gentry, the city gentry, the military
commanders, the sovereigns and also in the contact of the royal chancellery with addressees in
Slovakia™ (Pauliny 1983, 77). Administrative and {egal records also began to be written in
Czech during this time* !,

As stated initially, there are some scholars who consider that this situation persisted into the
next century. They assert that Czech was used in a relatively unadulterated form for the writing
of documents and correspondence of an administrative and legal nature in the Slovak lands in
the 16th century as well. Ludovit Novdk considers that the language of 15th-16th century texts
from the Slovak lands reflected the contemporary Czech norm with greater or lesser numbers of

10 According to Pauliny, “It can be concluded that at least in the West Slovak capitular schools Czech was
already in use at the end of the 14th century, Czech was cultivated there in connection with the education of the
next generation of priests, precisely so that the priests could use it in their pastoral practice™ (1983, 72). He
Eoes 0f 10 say that “kn the 14th century Czech was only used in monuments of a literary nature in Slovakia: s
use was thus Limited rather one-sidedly. This limited use of Czech in Slovakia in the §4th century shows that
it is not possible to consider Czech as a literary language in Slovakia before the 15th century. As our currently
very incomplete knowledpe concemning this 1ssue informs ps, the fruits of Old Czech Titerature arrived in
Slovakia, they were copied there, that is they were copied by Czechs bomn in the Czach lands and in Moravia (it
is possible Lhat there were also Slovaks among them) who were living in Slovakia, and who thus acquired
centain Slovak traits in their language. But evidence, as it seems, shows that in the t4th century Czach did not
yel have any more prominent social binding force in Slovakia. It was used within the circles of Czech clergy
warking in Slovakia, that is those clergy used it within their surroundings, it is also possible that Sjovak
clergy in West Slovakia used it 1n their wniting, but it was not yet a Iiterary language of the general public™
(1983, 72).

! The best example of the 15th century use of Czech in administrative and legal record keeping in Slovakia
is the Zilina Town Book (Zilinskd mestskd kniha). This 1own bock contains a German edition of the
Magdeburg law code from 1378 and entries starting in the late F4th century in German and Latin. The first
entry recorded in Czech appears in 1451, and after 1462 the entrics arc recorded exclusively in Czech. In 1473 a
Czech wanslation of the law code is added to the book, and by 1561, the date of the last eniry in the book, the
total number of Czech entries is 72, (See Chaloupecky 1934.} The fact that Czech began 1o be used in town
administrahon and recerd keeping in the 15th century is usually attribused to the increasing percentage of
Slovak inhabitants in the towns, and thus the increasing presence of Slovaks in town govenance, during the
15th century (sec Dorula 1984, Varsik 19354, 1935b, 1956¢).
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Slovakisms!2. N. A. KondraZov holds essentially the same opinion stating that “up until the
18th century the majority of the Slovak menuments maintain a Czech character” (1960, 8)! %,
Branislav Varsik states that his research showed no evidence of conscious “Slovakization” of
the literary Czech norm except in the use of specific legal and administrative terminology !4,
More recently Robert Auty expresses the view that the language of texts written in Slovakia
before about the 17th century must be considered a form of Czech — that it would be
“exaggerated” to consider the language of such texts as Slovak!?3.

Cultural Slovak

Such a view concemning the use of literary Czech in 16th century Slovakia is disputed by the
majority of those who have worked on the question of the linguistic nature of 16th century
Slovak administrative-legal texts. The general assertion of this majority is that already in the
16th century the language attested in many Slovak administrative-legal texts exhibits a relatively
stable, linguistically mixed form incorporating the consistent use of Slovak linguistic features

alongside features of fiterary Czech. This linguistically mixed language is considered to have

12 “When we compare with the analyzed material from the | 5th century for example only the Slovakisms
from the linguistically analyzed monumems from the second hall of the 16th century, town records and upper
class documents and letters from Central and East Stovakia, we ascertain an incontestable growth in the nuenmber
and variety of Slovakisms. Because the knowledge of Czech was actively spread in Stovakia during this period
by means of indigenous schools, this increase in the npumber and variety of Slovakisms can be explained first of
all through the greater areal broadening and deeper social penetration of literary Czech into public and private
life in Slovakia” (Novik 1938, 219).

1 In discussing 16th and 17th century writings from the Slovak lands he states: “In the works of many
authors, and even in private and official documents, there appear Slovak peculiarities explainable as involuntary
mistakes of Slovaks using Czech for wnting purposes. These local Slovak phonetic and morphological
peculiaritics, which penetrated for various reasons into the Czech literary norm on Slovak soil, are called
Slovakisms. ... Thus, in Oid Slovak manuscripts. and less ofien in printed monumenis, we find 3 greater or
lesser number of Slovakisms. ... However, up until the 18th century 1the majority of the Slovak monuments
maintain a Czech character” {Kondrafov 1960, 7-8).

14 “In the 15th century there were still relatively few people who knew how 1o write, and the documents that
have been preserved from those times were written for the most part only by highly educated people, especially
scnibes, and for that reason are stylistically and linguistically relattvely well-written and contain relatively fewer
dialectal traits. But in the 16th century. in the penod of the Reformation. the number of those who knew how
to read and wnte greatly increased, and there are many extant decuments from the 16th century written in Czech
which were already written not only by scribes but also by simple city gentry and landed gentry, indeed such
documents even anse in the villages. For that reason it 15 only obvious that the further {removed]. the more
dialectal traits penstrate into such documents. . .. However, it is necessary to state that T have not found
anywhere a conscious effort to disturb the Iiterary norm and thus to Slovakize the literary language used in
Slovakia in the 15th and 16th centuries. Conscious ausc was made only of several special terms for offices and
officials and similar items whuch had other, different names in Slovakia . . " (Varsik 1956¢, 85).

i3 “Czech teats wrnitien in the Slovak dialect-area are found from the fourteenth century, and in the fiftcenth
century the use of Czech for administrative purposes was fairly widespread in the fowns, especially in westem
Slovakia. [n the course of time many Slovak features found their way into the language of the texts. These
Slovakisms are ofien sporadic and haphazard, but some, especially r for 7 and ¢ for &, are found fairly
systematically. However, before about 1600 it would be exaggerated to describe these texts as Slovak: they are
aberrant specimens of the Czech literary tanguage™ (Awmy 1978, 200).
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exhibited interdialectal tendencies in its use of specific linguistic featuresi 6, The term
commonly used by scholars for this relatively stable Slovak-Czech interdialectal linguistic form
is “Cultural Slovak™ (kuitirna slovenfina)!?. There is not complete agreement on whether 16th
century Cultural Slovak is the result of Slovak adaptation and reworking (“Slovakizing™) of a
Czech literary language base or whether it is based on Slovak spoken interdialectal tendencies
worked out in written form merely on the model of literary Czech. Indeed, some scholars
consider that both processes contributed to the array of Cultural Slovak formations that are
extant in the texts! 8, The first view involves the reworking of the literary Czech nom through
the relatively consistent penetration of Slovak linguistic features (“*Slovakisms™) into that norm:.
It1s somenmes claimed thal these consistent Slovakisms were consciously introduced into the
texts by their authors, but thus is by no means a universally held view. Whatever the motivation
behind the introduction of Slovak features into the Czech nomn, it is held that the presence of
these consistent Slovak traits represents a systematic restructuring of the Czech norm,
producing a more or less stable “Slovakized Czech” interdialectal norm. The second view is
based on the existence of spoken interdialectal formns of Slovak that were the vehicles of oral
communication among the Slovak intellectuals of the time. It is held that these spoken
interdialectal forms of Slovak formed the linguistic base of written Cultural Slovak, with the
syntax and style modeled on the written style of literary Czech. Again, the end result of this
process is considered to be a relatively stable, linguistically mixed, Slovak-Czech interdialectal
norm.

16 See Lehmann 1982 and 1988 for theoretical views on language contact and interaction in the formation of
interchalectal language forms during the periods before the development of a standard literary language, and the
role of these interdialectal language forms in the development of standard literary languages, especially in the
Slavic world.

'7 According to Kondrasov (1969, 37 and 1974, 24), the term “cultural language” was first used by the 19th-
2(¢h century Polish linguist Alcksander Briickner 1o designate the “transitional form between the Pelish dialects
and ltterary Polish”, and then became consistently employed by another Polish linguist, Kazimierz Nitsch, and
his students. 1 have been unable to [ocate the reported onigin of the werm with Briicckner. However, its greater
acceptance in Polish linguistic circles seems to have arisen from Nitsch's formulation of the term and concept in
his 1913 article on the origin and development of literary Polish: “O wzajemnym stosunku gwar ludowych i
jszyka literackiego™ (= Nitsch 1954) {cf. Auty 1964, 155; Kondrafov 1967, 215 & 226 note 2; Kotulié 1969,
352 note 25). Karel Hordlek is credited with introducing the term into Czech and Slovak linguistic circles (in
Hordlek 1954), where the Slovak linguist Eugen Pauliny is chiefly responsible for bringing it into common use
in the study of Slovak (cf. Kotlif 1969, 352).

The term was onginally applied essentially only to spoken language forms but gradually came to be applied
1o whitten hinguistic manifestations as well, especially through the use of the 1zrm by Slovak linguists to refer
1o the language of carly Slovak documents.

i8 Because of the large number of scholars holding to the existence of 16th century Cultural Slovak and
because of the quite extensive literature by these scholars on the issue, the specific theories of individual
scholars wiil not be dealt with separately here, but will rather be summarized into several main points. The
most prominent among thase who hold to the existence of various forms of a relatively stabic, lingusiticatly
mixed, interdialecial language in 16th century texis are: Jén Dorula, Katarina Habovitiakovi, Izidor Kotalié,
Rudolf Kragovit. Eugen Pauliny. Most of the major writings from these scholars on the issue of Cultural
Slovak are listed in the bibliography of this study.



DODR16Z22

28

Many of the scholars who posit a written 16th century Cultural Slovak also state that
administratve-legal texts from Slovakia displaying essentially “pure” Czech as well as such
texts showmg essennally “pure” Slovak occur throughout the 16th century alongside texis
exhibiting Cultural Slovak!?. Instances of 16th century “pure” Czech administrative-legal texts
are said to occur especially in the regions of Bratislava and Trava, where socio-economic Lies
with the Czech lands were the strongest (see Pauliny 1983, 118). The “pure™ Slovak texts are
said to occur most often where spoken use was recorded in a manner true to the usage of its
speaker (e.g., recorded testimony of withesses — see Dorula 1967a, 25). The argument is
made, however, that such texts exhibiting “pure” language usage are in the minority (cf. note
19), and that even the “pure” Czech texts often display certain Slovakisms (see Krajtovic 1962,
71-74 and 1978, 185), while the “pure” Slovak teats also frequently show a certain number of
Bohemisms (see Dorula 1967a, 25).

As previously stated, the Cultural Slovak manifested in 16th century administrative-legal
texts is considered to show relative stability in form and fairly high consistency in use of
specific features. Scholars investigating these texts draw attention to the frequent occummence of
individual linguistic {eatures in the specific texts with which they are working and cite these
features as typical for Cultural Slovak. Some have even drawn up lists of the features that they
consider characteristic of Cultural Slovak generally and/or in its specific regional variants (see,
for example, Dorula 1967a, 30; Pauliny 1983, 123). However, as cautioned by Dorula, “These
teatures do not always occur altogether in one text, but together they are characteristic for {the]
Czech [used] in Slovakia in administrative-legal docurnents, giving it an individual character”
(1967a, 25-6). Hence, although Cultural Slovak 1s considered to be marked by a certain
relatively stable norm, this norm may not always be present to the same degree in every text in
which Cultural Slovak is said to be attested®.

Culwral Slovak is considered to have existed in regional vanants incorporating specific

dialectal features of each region in which it was used. Hence, the narmower terms Cultural West

1% According 10 Kotuli€, "It is true that some preserved texts show that the indigenous cultural language
fi.e., an indigenous, interdialectal, purely Slovak linguistic form| as well as borrowed Czech in many instances
maintain their own linguistic character, almost completely unmarked or onty lile marked by the influence of
the other cultural language. That s the exception rather than the rule, but it is necessary to assume thal
alongside that new hybrid and significantly complex linguistic formation, which we know from numerous
attested texts and which is the result of the interference of the indigencus culiural language and Czech, both the
indigenous cultural language as well as bormowed Czech maintaim theiy independence and continuity for the
whole period of their existence and use as cultural linguisuc formations of the Slovak nanonality™ {1968, 144-
145). In this regard see also Kajtovidé 1962 where he illustrates, with specific examples of lexts, the concurrent
use of these different written language forms during the 16th century.

I Habovitiakov4 states: “The linguistic character of the writings in Slovakiz oscillates between two poles:
between Czech in almost its purcst form and manifestations written in Slovak {with a tone very close to the
local dialect of the author of the text). Beiween these two extreme poles is found an entire gamut of
intermediate forms from Czech mixed with greater or lesser numbers of Slovakisms vp to Slovak marked
sporadically with only certain Bohemisms' {1972, 128).



29

Slovak (kulrirna zdpadoslovendinag), Cultural Central Slovak (kultiirna siredoslovendina) and
Cultural East Slovak (kulttirna vychodoslovending) are often used in the scholarly literature on
the subject. The dialect features exhibited by these regional variants of Culrural Slovak are
considered to have been manifestations of regional interdialectal norm development. Thus, the
regional variants of Cultural Slovak are considered to show not only narrow, micro-dialectal
features from the specific diatect of the text’s author, but also broader, interdialectal features that
had currency on a broader regional level2!. Because of socio-economic conditions in the
Hungarian kingdom, Culiural West Slovak and Cultural Central Stovak are considered to have
been more developed than Cultural East Slovak in the 16th century?2, As regards Cultural East
Slovak it is also necessary to remember that, because of strong socip-economic lies between the
East Slovak regions and Poland in the 16th century, the Potish literary language?3 often filled

2l “The basic characteristic feature of the pre-literary cultural Tanguage of the Slovak nationality is on the one
hand its close connection with the Slovak dialects, at the same time however, on the other hand, the effort 1o
nid itself of clear local dialectal traits (for example cekanie, drekanie), and thus to achieve a certain superdialectal
vahidity" (Habovitiakova 1970, 202).

in speaking specifically about Cultural West Slovak Krajfovil stales: “From a lingusstic point of view, the
early phase in the formation of Cultural West Slovak is marked by the broader use of indigenous dialects (more
exactly the dialect arcund Tranava) in written manifestations . . . . But what is more important in the
evaluation of the entire development of Cultural West Siovak is the realization that thas early phase is
simultancously characterized by an opposing tendency: the tendency to paralyze typical tratts of the indigenous
dialects by means of such traits as had a superdialectal nature as regards the entire system of the language in use
{the dialect around Tmava)” (1964, 172).

2 “In the 16th and 17th centuries, West Slovakia was relatively the most peaceful region of Slovakia. In
connection with this, the conditions were also created here for the rise and development of the formation that we
call Culturat West Slovak. Cenwal Slovakia (thal is the districts that were not under Turkish control, thus not
Gemer, Novohrad, and part of Hont) had wmtensive solidanty during the pericd of the anti-Turkish battles. It
seems that 1t was during this period that the basically uniform type of the Central Slovak dialects was fixed in
the districts of Turiec (with northem Nitra), Liptov, Zvolen, Tekov, and the western part of Homt. This region
as & unit very actively participated in the battles against the Turks in defense of the mining cities. ... This
unity is striking especially in the Zvalen, Tekov, and Hont districts. This Central Slovak dialectal type
fcreated in these umified distrnicts] was the basis for the formation that we call Cultueal Central Slovak. . . .
The integration of West and Central Slovakia s a whole is clear and relatively strong at this time. The
integration of East Slovakia into the Slovak whole in the 16th and | Tth centuries was weaker. Numerous
factors were at work bere. It was significant that between Central ard East Slovakia there was the Spi§ German
barrier in the notth and the territory occupicd by the Turks in the souwth. Besides that the East Sfovak districts
leaned toward Transylvania in questions of power and toward Poiland in trade contacts at that teme™ {Pauliny
1983, 103-4).

“In the 16th and 1 7th centuries Cultural Slovak also gains validity in East Slovakia. However, as a rule it
is strongly marked by Jocal dialect” {Pauliny 1983, 122).

3 The Polish litcrary language undcrwent rapid development during the [6th century in Poland. It became
increasingty used in Polish adminstrative-legal documents of all types (diplomatic comres; nce, court
recards. guild records, etc.) s usc in belles-lettres reached such grand proportions that this period is often
referred to as the Gotden Age of Polish literature. Klemensiewicz summarizes: “We close our survey of the
history of Middle Polish with the assertion that its primary essence was the formation of the literary language
as a powerful means and co-facior in the muln-sided development of the national culture. . .. The Middle
Ages imparted the tendéncies, needs and inistial achievements of the standardizing and normalizing of a gencral,
superdialectal Polish language. In the 16th century these tendencies intensified and in the relatively shor
period of several decades yiclded excellent results: a literary language suitable and competent in various arcas of
wnting . . ." (1985b, 433). Sec also Schenker 1980.
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the same role in East Slovakia as Czech did in all the Slovak regions. Thus investigators of

administrative-legal writing from East Slovakia make claims for the existence of documents

written in essentially “pure” Polish {with Slovakisms), a mixed Slovak-Polish and essentially

“pure” Slovak {with Polonisms)Z4.

The above discussion of the sholarly views on 16th century Cultural Slovak are perhaps

best summed up by Pauliny when he states:
“Cultural Slovak is the relatively fixed linguistic formation that was used first in
administrative-legal records, later, but still in the 16th century, also in other genres. Its
literary superdialectal starting point , that is the framework, was literary Czech, but its
communicative validity in phonology, morphology. and in the lexicon was determined
10 a significant degree by Slovak. Its primary support from Czech was in the area of
syntax., Cultural Slovak did not directly incorporate focal Slovak dialects, but rather
such a form of Slovak as was in use in superdialectal contact in individual economic or
administrative areas. Thus the forms of cultural Stovak were varied according to which
area its users helonged to.” (1983, 118-119)25

The present investigation

It is the question of the existence of such a 16th century Slovak interdialectal linguistic
formation in administrative-legal texts that is the focus of this investigation. Most of the
previous studies in this area have concentrated on individual texts or groups of texts from
specific regions, investigating in detail the nature of the language of these individual texts (cf.,
for example, West Slovakia: Krajfovié 1961a, 1962; Simovi 1941; Central Slovakia: A, D.
Dubay 194648 & D. A. Dubay 1939/1940; Kotuli¢ 1961; Kuchar 1969; Lehotska and
Orlovsky 1976; Mihal 1936; Novak 1937; Sktadand 1984; Stolc 1951; East Slovakia: Dorula

# Dorula states: “The data that we have assembled here wiltness to Lhe fact that Polish was a commonly
used language in documents in East Slovakia in the [6th century. We have documenis in which only isolated
Polonisms are found and Polish texts with Slovakisms"” (1966, 73).

“Afier the study of furiher accessible archival matenal from the 16th century it is shown that Polish was
commonly used in documents in East Slovakia, that it had an influence on the language of documents with a
dialectal linguistic basc or documents written entircly in Czech”™ (1966, 74).

“The influcnce of Polish, the Polish ¢ultural sphere, appears in the majority of the documents that to this
point are known to us from 16th century East Slovakia. ... Tt can be said that between literary Polish and the
indigenous dialects, both of which were used alongside Czech in documents, there developed a relationshup
analogous to that which existed between those same dialects and Czech™ (1966, 75).

“In summary it can be said that Polish was used in documents from the 16th-18th centuries in a large region
of East Slovakia in the same way as Czech was used in all of Slovakia. Its use there was determined in the
given socie-hastorical situation by the same factors as determined the use of Czech. The Slovaks adapied
Polish, the same as they did Czech. to the needs of their written contact, although it is true that the extent of
the use of Polish in Slovakia is more limited than the exteznt of the use of Czech™ (1977h, 53-4).

2 See also the short encyclopedic articles on "Cultural Slovak”, “Cultural West Slovak™, “Cultural Central
Slovak”, and “Culturat East Slovak” in Krajlovit and Zigo 1994, 87-89, for a concise summary of the concept
“Cultural Slovak”.
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1961a, 1961b, 1966, 1569b; Kotulit 195%a & 1959b). Previous textual studies that have been
larger in scope have focused chiefly on the lexicon, less on phonology, morphology and syntax
{cf. especially the immense lexical project for the production of the Historicky slovaik
slovenského jazyka (Historical Dictionary of Slovak) and articles denved from this project:
Habovitiakovd 1966, Kuchar 1964, 1974, 1982, as well as a series of works by Dorula:
1967a, 1967b, 1968, 1977a, 1977b, 1977¢, 1982). Habovitiakovi (1968a) deals with the
phonology, morphology and lexicon of an extensive sample of data, however, she draws this
dara in isolation from the catalogues of the Historical Dictionary of Slovak and not from the
direct investigation of a textal corpus.

In contrast to these previous studies, the present work undertakes a detailed phonological
investigation of an extensive mid 16th century corpus of administrative-legal texts representing
all four major Slovak dialect divisions (Moravian Slovak, West Slovak, Central Slovak, East
Slovak). The individual reflexes from 9 phonological developments are examined in the texts
of the corpus to determine whether they exhibit any consistency or uniformmty in distibution.
The intent is to determine whether the language of 16th century Slovak administrative-legal
texts exhibits interdialectal phonological patterns or norms. If such interdialectal patterning is
found to exist, an aftempt will be made to ascenain the geographical scope and the linguistic
basis of the attested interdialectal consistency.
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CHAPTER II: THE CORPUS

The corpus under investigation in this study is a set of 152 Slavic! administrative-legal texts
from throughout the Slovak language territory written between the years 1530 and 159072

Geography

For the purposes of this study, the “Slovak language temritory” is defined geographically as
those regions of the present day Czech and Slovak Republics where, both historically as well as
presently, dialects of the Slovak language have been the means of oral communication among
the indigenous population. The Slovak dialect regions included in this definition are those that
are generally presented in standard hustorical and dialectological treatments of Czech and Slovak
and that were sketched out in Chapter [ of this study: Moravian Slovak (moravskoslovenské
ndredia), West Slovak (zdpadoslovenské ndredia), Central Slovak (stredoslovenské nédredia),

East Slovak (vychodoslovenské ndrefia). The geographical extent of these four regions can be
seen again 1n the map below.

The Slovak language territery and the major Slovak dialect regions

L The term “Slavic™ is used throughour this description of the corpus o denote texts from the Slovak
fanguage territory written in a Slavic Janguage (be it “pure” Cz or Pol, Cz or Pol with Slk features, Sik with Cz
or Pol features, or "pure” Sik dialect} as opposed to Latin, German or Hunganan (i.e., the other languages
commonly used for written expression duning the time period and in the region in question). Since the very
purpose of this investigation is to shed light on the nature of the written language of the corpus, the term
“Stavic” (instead of “Czech™ or “Slovak™) was chosen to avoid passing judgment on the linguistic form of the
language employed in the texts under investigation.

2 A complete listung and technical description of the texis is presented in Appendix B at the back of this
work.
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In the process of selecting the corpus, texts were considered to be “from . . . the Slovak
language temritory™ when their place of ongin (composition) as well as their place of destination
were both within the geographical area described above, Since place of composition was used
as the primary localizing factor for determining the dialect region to which each text belonged, it
was also necessary to consider the background of each text's author(s) (10 the extent that this
was possible). Every antempt was made to choose texts where it was probable that the author's
linguistic background represented to some degree the dialect region where the text was
composed (e.g., a Slovak writing a text from within his native dialect region; a non-Slovak, or a
Slovak from a different region, in residence in a given Slovak region for a significant period of
time prior to writing a text). An effort was made to exclude texts where the linguistic
background of the author might not have been representative of the region of composition (e.g.,
a Slovak from one dialect region wnting a text from a place of temporary residence within
another region; a non-Slovak writing a text from a place of temporary residence in the Slovak
territory; a non-Slovak, or a Slovak from a different region, having taken up residence in a
given Slovak region only a short time prior to writing a text)}. These criteria of place of origin
and destination of the text and background of the author are traditionally used as guidelines for
setecting Slovak corpora such as the one under investigation here. (See, for example, Macdrek
1958, 215; Novdk 1941, 130-31; Pauliny 1983, 79-80, Pranda 1948, 189, 1950, 163; Ratko3
1953, 168)

Chronology
The specific ime period of the mid 16th century was chosen for this study for both socio-
histonical and linguistic reasons. From the tenth through the fourteenth centunes, Latn was the

dominant language of administrative and church affairs in the Hungarian state of which the
Slovak lands were a part*. Thus before 1400 there is a general lack of Slavic written records

from the Slovak language termtory. The few complete pre- t 5th century Slavic manuscripts

Y Because the present corpus is composed of documents of legal impornance, the texis are often officially
signed by the author(s) andfor scnbe(s) responsible for their production. In cases where the 1exts are of a more
general nature and are not directly signed {e.g.. count/city council records, town book cnirics), there are ofien
separate records indicating the succession of court/city officials responsible for record keeping during any given
period. Thus the identity of the author{s)/scnbe(s} of the texts in the present corpus is well-documented in
mosl instances, and their background is usually traceable from other historical documentation {in the casc of
nobility or wealthy landowners — property deeds and family records, in the case of scribes or other educated
officials - employment records, records of schooling). The majority of the text editions used in this
investigation present rot only names but also personal data and historical background of the author(s) scribe(s)
of the texts, thereby greatly simplifying the task of matching linguistic background of author/scribe o location
of production of wext.

* Latin remained an official language of administration in the Hungarian state until the end of the eighteenth

century when Hungarian began to assume 2 more important role in state affairs (see Pauliny 1958, 40; 1983,
138-9).
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extant from the Slovak language temitory are generally Czech literary and religious works that
were first composed and written in the Czech lands and were then brought into the Slovak
territory as finished works and simply copied there®. In the 15th century the use of literary
Czech (as a means of written communication more widely accessible to Slovak speakers than
was Latin) spread in the Slovak language termitory, due pnmarily Io an increased presence and
interaction of Slovaks at higher (literate) levels of the social/class structure of the Hungarian
state and to increased contact on various levels (political, military, religious, economic, cultural)
between the Czech and Slovak lands (see especially Pauliny 1983, Vamsik 1956¢). The number
of extant 15th century administrative-legal texts wntten in Czech in the Slovak language
territory is significant®, however such texts are somewhat restricted geographically, especially
as regards the CSlk and ESik dialect regions?.

Finally in the carly part of the 16th century, several major historical events occurred which
caused the use of literary Czech in written communication to increase throughout the Slovak
language territory. The amival of the Turkish armies and the defeat of the Hungarians at the
battle of Moh4cs in 1526 brought Czech soldiers into the Slovak lands for extended periods of
time to help stop the advance of the Turkish forces. The Turkish invasion and occupation of all
but the northem (Slovak) portions of the Hungarian kingdom led to the annexation of the
Slovak lands into the Habsburg Empire. This caused a general weakening of border
distinctions between the Czech and Slovak lands and increased contact on all levels between the
two areas. Also, the Reformation arrived in the Stovak lands in the first quarter of the 16th
century, bringing with it the concept of the appropnateness of native languages in religious
worship and church affairs. Literary Czech (already in place as a means of wnitten
communication in the Slovak language territory since the early 15th century) was chosen as the

lingnstic vehicle of the Reformation in the Slovak lands. The Reformation, and thus the

5 +as our currently very incompleie knowiedge concemning this issue informs s, the fruits of Qld Czech
titerature arrived in Slovakia, they were copied there, that is they were copied by Czechs bom in the Czech
lands and in Moravia {it is possible that there were also Slovaks among them) who were living in Slovakia, and
who thus acquired certain Slovak traits in their language. But evidence, as it seems, shows that in the 14th
century Czech did not yet have any more prominent social binding force in Slovakia. It was uséd within the
circles of Czech clergy working in Slovakia, that is those clergy used it within their swroundings, it is also
possible that Slovak clergy in West Slovakia used it in their writing, but it was not yet a literary tanguage of
the general public” (Pautiny 1983, 72).

4 Pauliny (1983, 87) estimates the number 1o be approximately 230. Sece Chaloupecky 1934, 1937 (and
corresponding dictionaries: Ryfdnek 1954; Vilny 1937}, Hus€ava 1939/1940; Kniczsa, et al. 1952; Novak
1941 for editions of such | 5th century administrative-legal texts written in Czech in the Slovak language
Llernitory.

1 “As B. Varsik showed (1956, p. 27 and following), literary Czech first reaches Central and East Slovakia
systematically during the period of Jin Jiskra z Brandysa (1440-1462). He also showed with detatled evidence
(op. cit. p. 55) that after Jiskra's departure the use of Czech further developed chicfly in West Slovakis and
northern Central Slovakia (Liptov). but before the Reformation the use of literary Czech is more weakly attested

in the mintng regions of Central Slovakia and in East Slovakia” (Pauliny 1982, 162). Sec also Varsik 1956c as
referred to by Pauliny.
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written use of literary Czech, gained ground rapidly in the 1530s throughout the Slovak
language territory. The period of the Reformation also saw an increase in the number of
schools and hence an increase in literacy in Slovakia, particularly among the middle classes of
societyS. This increase in litcracy, coupled with the rise of new socio-economic structures in
the Hungarian state that necessitated greater use of written records, brought about increased
production of Czech texts toward the middle of the 16th century®. These socio-historical events
suggest a beginning date around 1530 for the corpus of this investigation!®,

The choice of a mid 16th century corpus s also justified hnguistically. Some scholars
examining the history of Slovak place the beginnings of written cultural Slovak language forms
as early as the 15th century depending on the dialect region in question. However, most of the
scholars who have investigated the issue hold the opinion that vanious regional versions of
cultural Slovak are manifested in texts from throughout the Slovak language territory by the
second half of the 16th century. (See, for example, Blandr 1964, 123; 1990, 103-104; Dorula
1967a, 23-24; Kotulit 1968, 147-48; 1969, 367-68; Krajfovil 1962, 80, Kraj¥ovi¢ and Zigo
1994, 87-89; Lifanov 1989, 43 & 47; Pauliny 1983, 118-30.) This view is based on the greater
frequency with which Slovak linguistic elements (primarily phonological, morphological and
lexical) appear in the Czech texts from this period. It is also based on the assessment that these
Slovak elements appear in 16th century texts with greater regularity and in a more structured
manner than previously. Thus, a corpus that begins toward the end of the first half of the 16th
century and continues into the second half of that century seems linguistically appropnate for an
investigation of the early existence of written forms of cultural Slovak.

Corpus size
The general geographicai and chronological distribution of the texts chosen for this
investigation is shown in the following table'!.

F(I]n the 16th century. in the period of the Reformauon, the number of thase who knew how to read and
write greatly increased, and there ane many extant documents from the 16th century written in Czech which were
already written not only by scnibes but also by simple city gentry and landed gentry, indeed such documents
even arise in the villages™ {Varsik 1956¢, 85).

? “[Native languages] came 1o the fore above all in that area of life where they represented economsc need to
the greatest degree — on the estates. And since m the Airst half of the 16th cemury the system of great estates
arvse, writings that were W serve the economic needs of the great estate fotlowed i the middie of the century.
Development in the second half of the 16th century transferred these writings from Latin (o the native
languages” (Filgedi 1955, 203).

10 For a more complete presentation of the various political, military, religious, economic and cultural
facters involved in the changmg relationship berween the Czech and Slovak Jands and the increasing use of
Czech in Slovakia during the 1dth-16th centurics see among others: Bokes 1943/44, Maclrek 1956, Pauliny
1983, Varsik 1956¢.

' A more detailed picture of the geographical and chronologicel distribution of the texis can be found in the
1ables and maps in Appendix B at the back of this work,
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General geographical and chronological distribution of the corpus

MSik W3IK CSlk ESIK Totals

1530-39 12 14 4 2 32
154049 11 il 4 0 26
1550-59 0 3 4 6 18
1560-69 0 6 14 4 24
1570-79 0 7 11 5 23
1580-89 (+1590) 0 6 9 10* 25
1500s 0 0 0 4 4
(uncertain date)

Totals 23 52 46 31 152

*This figure also includes two texts from the early 1590s (see Appendix B for more specific information).

The upper chronelogical limit was set based on the availability of texts for the study. The
intent in the selection of the texts for the corpus was 1o have maximal geographical distribution
within 2 minimal time span in the mid 16th century. As can be seen in the table, each dialect
region and each decade is reasonably well-represented in the total figures. Apart from the
distnbution in MSlk where additional texts in the later decades might have presented a more
complete picture, the number of texis and their distnbution geographically and chronologically
in each of the regions provide a statistically adequate corpus for this investigation! 2.

Text type

In describing the corpus of the Historicky slovnik slovenského jazyka (Historical
Dicrionary of the Slovak Language), the editors define administrative-legal texts as follows:
“Documents of a legal nature (charters, articles, testaments, court records, town books, land
registers, etc.), documents of an administrative nature (official letters, deeds, inventories,
administrative registers, administrative instructions, etc.) and personal cormespondence™ (Majtin
1991, 17). This definition was followed in assembling the textual corpus of the present
investigation. The corpus consists of city council records, court records, town book enines,

12 The disparities and gaps evident in the distribution of texts from region to region within a given decade
and from decade to decade within a given region represent more & lack of material available for this
investigation than a historical break in actual production of wnitten texts in any one region during any period
urder consideration.
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staternents from witnesses, official administrative comespondence, official oaths, testaments,
personal administrative correspondence, personal/family records, and accounting records!?.

Administrative-legal lexts were chosen for this investigation in part for purely pragmatic
reasons. Such texts represent the most numerous and readily available group of Slavic texts
from this territory during the period in question. [t would have been impossible to assemble
such an extensive corpus of Slavic religious or belletnistic texts from the 16th century Slovak
language termitory. Only administrative-legal texts present a sufficiently wide-ranging
geographical distribution of Slavic texts within the narrow time-frame required by this type of
mvestigation.

The choice of administrative-legal texts was also based on the fact that many of the different
text types of this genre fulfilled, by their very nature, fnterregional administrative or legal
functions. Thus they logically present a possible source of interdialectal linguistic development.
In addition, the style and format of many of these administrative-legal text types was relatively
fixed (often based on older Czech and Latin models). Thus, if the establishment of an
uricodified Slovak interdialectal norm were to occur in early watten works from the Slovak
language territory, it would be likety that such an uncodified norm would be fixed in an already
relatively standardized textual environment such as that presented by administrative-legal

writings'4.

Orthography

A phonological study such as this, that relies on a corpus of written texts as its sole source
of data, must take into account the orthographic system(s} of the texts. This is especially
important if the orthography of the period when the corpus was written was not fully
standardized. Such is the case in the Slovak language termitory during the 16th century.

When the use of literary Czech spread as a means of written expression in the early 15th
century in the Slovak lands, the use of Czech orthography spread along with it. Czech
orthographic practices were based on the Latin alphabet, adapied tn various ways to represent
Czech phonemes for which there were no Latin equivalents. These were chiefly the palatal
consonants /& ,3,%,f/; and palatalized /d’,t". n’, b", p’. m", ¥" /. The means of adaptation
most common by the 15th century was the use of what is often termed “compound
orthography” (zloZkovy pravopis) which employed digraphs to represent the Czech phonemes

13 For a summary description of the contents of the individual texts, see Appendix B at the back of this
work.

" For more discussion on the use of such an admmistrative-legal corpus in this type of linguistic study see:
Décsy 1956, Habovitiakovd 1968b; Kragovif 1978; Lifanov 1989; Pauliny £956b. Usually the argumentation
is directly based on the immediate goals of the individual investigation and does not bear upon the overarching
aims of the present study.
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for which there were no Latin graphemes. Décsy (1953, 354-55) gives the following sketch of
the most commonly encountered Czech orthographic symbols for the palatal and palatalized

consonants at the beginning of the 15th century (the non-palatal sibilants have been included for
comparisan):

Early 15th ¢. Czech graphemes for palatal and palatalized consonants {Décsy 1953)

phoneme grapheme phoneme graphieme

c cZ d di, (dy)
& cZ t’ t, (ty)

5 5 n' ni. (I'I}')
§ 8§ b’ bi, (by}
z z P’ pi, (py)
J z m mi, (my)
F rz v' wi, (wy)

The first “diacritic orthography” (diakriticky pravopis), commonly attributed to Jan Hus in
the early 15th century, was designed to replace the use of digraphs in Czech orthography with a
system of diacritic markings on certain of the Latin graphemes. This orthographic practice did
not spread as a system in the 15th-16th centuries, but it did exert some influence on the existing
systems of compound orthography, so that in the course of the 15th century mixed systems
developed employing both digraphs and diacritics in various combinations. Gebauer (1871,
254-66} lists the following possible Czech orthographic representations for the palatals at the
end of the 15th century {again the non-palatal sibilants have been included for comparison)!3;

Late 15th c. Czech grapbhemes for palatal consonants (Gebauer 1871)

C,CZ, 1z
Lo A

s, J. (Js)
i.1.0s, %
2

Z. L

rzt

- M [N WX D mﬁE
E

13 Gebauer's data is based on a mepresentative corpus of texts and is nol intencled 1o be an exhaustive listing
of all possible graphemes (see Gebauer 1871, 9-10). [t does. however, present a reasonable picture of the variety
of possibilities available in the orthographic practice of the period.
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This was the orthographic simation that was maintained throughout the 16th century in both
the Czech and Slovak lands!®. Various mixed systems existed using combinations of single,
digraphic and diacritic graphemes. For those Czech and Slovak phonemes for which there
existed a close Latin equivalent, there was often a one-to-one comrespondence betwezn phoneme
and grapheme in the Cz/Slk systems. However, for those Czech and Slovak phonemes for
which there was no Latin equivalent the situation was less clear. There often existed several
graphemes to represent a single phoneme. Inversely, it was often the case that a single
grapheme could represent several phonemes (e.g., <cz>=/c/f, /&), <e>=fz [/, [i).
Authors of texts in the Slovak fands not only had the variety of Czech graphemes at their
disposal, but they also borrowed from the other orthographic traditions represented in the
Slovak language territory (i.e., German, Hungarian and Polish), thus adding to the lack of
standardization inherited with the Czech systems. The situation was further complicated by the
fact that there were certain specific Slovak phonemes for which even Czech orthography did
not supply a grapheme (e.g., f4/,/3 /). Czambel (1890} illustrates the orthographic situation
of the palatals (and non-palatal sibilants) in 16th century documents from the Slovak lands as
follows (the most frequently used symbol in Czambel’s corpus is listed first in each group

followed by the other variants in random order)! 7.

16th c. graphemes for palatal consonants in texts from Slevakia (Czambel 1899)

|
%

o
cz.c%.€,¢c
$,S§,S8Z
§.55,.8,52
A

z.%,2i

my MO B M WM P 0

NRE&

16 “It is not unfounded 1o suggest that various versions of systems with compound graphemes, i.e. mixcd
systems, formed during the period preceding the publication of the Kralicks Bible, continued to be preserved to
a significant degree in the 16th-17th centuries in both the Czech and Slovak lands, especially in hand-written
documents” (Décsy 1953, 357).

17 Like Gebauer (1871), Czambet {1890) derives his data from a limited, representative corpus of teats.
Thus his listing of graphemes, like Giebauer’s, is not a complete register of all 16th century otrthographic
possibilities, but only a reasonable representation thercof. It should be noted that Czambel mentions the
“Swabian” (fabach, a type of Gothic script) style vanants of the sibilants: [, § (=5); 3 (= 2), but does not
give specific mformation regarding the frequency of their use of their use with diacritics or in diagraphs in 16th
century Slovak texts. Hence these symbols have not been included in this rable.
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This is, for the most part, the orthographic picture encountered in the corpus of this
investigation!3, The lack of a standardized orthography and the muitiple interpretations
possible for a number of graphemes in the 16th century texts of this study might be seen as
problematic as regards the accuracy of a phonological investigation. Scholars have warned
against an oversimplified or uncnitical phonological interpretation of the spellings in carly
Slovak texts (see especially Pordk 1982). A closer look at the orthographic representation of
the specific phonological features under investigation here shows that the vacillations in
orthography present enly minor problems of interpretation in a few instances.

The possibility of representing /4 / as either <a> or <e> could cause difficulty in
distinguishing possible instances of a > d in CSlk from instances of g > ¢ in Cz. However,
because of the restricted environment { @ > &/ soft labial___ in CSlk), there are only four
lexical items attested in the CSlk corpus with the environment expected to produce the reflex
/i J, and they show near uniformity of orthography for each lexical item: devers — one form
with <a>; pamets— all 9 forms have <e>; pers— 12 forms have <e¢>, 2 forms have <a>;
sverns— all 9 forms have <a> . Thus, this problem of orthography does not significantly
affect the analysis here, especially when it is noted that the attested reflexes for these lexical

items are nearly identical to those found in modem Czech. It is necessary 10 note that the
development a > ¢ occurred in aff environments in the Cravsky dialect of nCSIK and in
¢-sCSlk. However, only 7 of the 46 CSlk texts are located in these two areas. Thus any
problems in interpretation of <a> and <e> in these few texts can be handled tndividually.
The use of the grapheme <c¢z>» toindicate fc/,/E&/,or 3/ mightinitially cause
confusion when investigating the assibilations d> 3/___j; d> 3/___ front vowel ;
t> ¢/___front vowel . The multiple use of this grapheme does not pose any problems fer the
present investigation. It is always etymologically/lexically obvious whether voiced /3/ or
voiceless /¢ / is being represented. In addition, in instances where it might be necessary 1o
draw the distinction between (SIk) d , t + front vowel > 3, ¢ (dental affricate) and
(Pol) d, ¢t + front vowel > %, ¢ (palatalized alveolar affricate) , the phonetic make-up of the
remainder of the lexical item in which the digraph <cz> occurs or the further use of the
digraph in the remainder of the text generally points to the more plausible interpretation.
Problems of a different type arise when factoring in the chronology of orthographic
changes. It has generally been observed that orthographic change (even when the orthography
is not standardized) lags behind phonological change. Thus, what may appear orthographically
to be an instance of a specific phonoelogical reflex may only be the archaic representation of a
phone that has already undergone further change. Examples of this would be the Czech

'® A complete table of the vocalic and consonantal phonemes of Slovak and Czech listing the most common
graphemes encountereq in the texts of this study is found in Appendix A at the back of this work.
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phonological changes 6 > yé > ii; 'é> j#>{; 1> ay> ou and their orthographic
representations. It is commonly maintained that all three of these phonological developments
had been completed in Czech by the end of the 15th century, however investigations of texts
from the Czech lands from the 15th and 16th centuries indicate that the Czech orthographical
changes <0> —> <wo> —> <w/fli> ; <e> —> <ie> —> <i> ; <u> —» <avfou> proceeded at a
slower pace. Thus, at times it might be difficult o determine whether the spellings <uo> ,
<ie>, <u> in a 16th century text from the Slovak language territory are simply archaic
spellings of the Czech phonemes /G /,/(/, /oy / or whether they actually reflect the Slovak
phonemes fyo/,fie/. /i/.

Pordk (1982, 177-78) maintains that such difficulty in interpreting the phonological value of
the grapheme <ie> presents problems in the analysis of texts from the Slovak lands from the
first half of the 16th century only. He states that by the second half of the 16th century only the
graphemes <ip>, <j>, and <i> are found in Cz texts, allowing for the interpretation of <ie>
as “the influence of the indigenous phonological systemn of the writer”! 9, This indicates that
there should be few problems with the interpretation of <ie> in a corpus starting in the mid
16th century, such as the one assembled here. In fact, the earlier texts of the present corpus
from the 1530s and 1540s (where, according to Pordk, difficulty in orthographic analysis might
be anticipated) exhibit proportionally few cxamples of the possibly ambiguous <ie> grapheme
and a predominance of the <i> grapheme. Thus the overall analysis of the phonological
development ¢ > j¢ > { in the corpus of this investigation should not be greatly affected by the
orthographic ambiguiry.

The same is not true for the analysis of &> gd > i . In this case, Pordk (1982, 182-84)
maintains that not only did the grapheme <uo> remain in Czech orthographic use throughout
the 16th century, but also <o> is commonly encountered in Czech texts from this period in
environments where the final stage of the change 6 > ué > 1 is expected. Pordk's conclusions
regarding texts from the Slovak language temitory indicate that all three Czech graphemes

representing /i / ( <o>, <uo>, <u> ) are to be anticipated in the corpus under investigation

19 “The grapheme -ie- in texts of Slovak origin from the first haif of the 16th century can scarcely be
interpreted as the influence of the indigenous language (as long as, of course, it does ot occur in a teat with a
number of further Slovak traits). . . . The situation is different from the second half of the 16th century and in
later periods, when in Czech, it both printed and handwntten documents, we find only the graphemes -i- , -j- ,
or -~ (length was never marked) andt when the grapheme -fe- must be interpreted as the influence of the
indigenous phonological system of the writer. Also, in the first half of the 16th century the situation would be
different, if the text in question were wrinten by a Slovak writer not in Czech but in his native language; in
addition, in such a text other Stovak traits would occur (phonological, morphological, lexical, and often
narrowly dialectal traits, possibly also the influence of orthographic systems of other languages)” (Pordk 1982,
177).
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here?9. The situation described by Pordk for Czech texts toward the middle of the 16th century
is seen in the MSik corpus (which includes texts only from the 1530s and 1540s). The
grapheme <o0> is chiefly found “in instances when this -0- could correspond 1o the state [of
occurrence of the phoneme / o /] in some Czech dialects, ¢.g., in the dative plural nominal
ending -om™ (1982, 182), and the grapheme <uo> competes with <u> in all instances.
Thus in the MSlk corpus, the three atiested graphemes could potentially all represent simply the
one phoneme fG/, and therefore neither <o> nor <uo> can be considered indicative of
dialect features present in the MSlk texts of this investigation. Given this situation in the pre-
1550 MSIk corpus, a more effective analysis of the phonelogical change 6 > yé > 1 inthe
WSik, CSlk and ESlk corpora might be obtained by examining only texts from the second half
of the | 6th century, at which time {according to Pordk (1982, 182)) the prapheme <o> was
only rarely used to represent /4 /, and the use of the grapheme <uo> to represent /d/ was
on the decline in Cz orthographic practice.

The analysis of the phonological development i > au > oy and its orthographic
representation <u> —> <aw/ou> in the corpus of this investigation is slightly less problematic.
Pordk (1982, 179-81) indicates that the grapheme <auw> already prevails over <u> by the mid
16th century in Czech printed documents (with the progress being slightly slower in
handwritten documents). His conclusions conceming texts from the Slovak language temitory
indicate that, as with the interpretation of <ie>, special caution must be exercised in the
interpretation of the grapheme <u> only when examining texts from the first half of the 16th
centuryZ!. Since, as noted above, the MSIk corpus in this study consists only of pre-1330
texts, it is there that problems in the interpretation of <u> might be most anticipated. Indeed,
the MS1k data show a somewhat random distribution of both graphemes, <u> and <au>,
which, according to Pordk, may simply reflect vacillation in orthographic practice. On the other

¥ "The grapheme -0- in texts of Slovak origin can thus only with difficulty be interpreted as a Slovak
feature in the 15th century and the first half of the 16th century, because it conforms 1w Czech scribal and
printing practice, but -0- in the second half of the 16th century and -uo-, -vo- from the 17th century onward ane
almeady specifically Slovak; this is becanse at that time they already depart from Czech orthographic practice.
Also involved here, it seems to me, is the fact that -0- (written and pnated also -u-) is rather common and
current in a number of texts of Slovak origin, so that it is possible that {somewhat simply stated) this grapheme
sometimes is used simply to denote that Siovak phoneme, for which the grapheme 8 was created at a much later
time” (Pordk 1982, 182-83).

2l “We can scarcely simply posit the forms wstupeni, kiobuk, pawuk. tzelu noc, mrznuti, zdwihaufi as
Slovak— over against “Czech™ kauslini in the above-mentioned dictionary of Gabniel Mizsér from 1538 .. .,
because a similar state [i.e,, the use of <u> alongside <au> to designate apfoy | also exists in contemporary
printed documents of Czech origin. ... It would be necessary to evaluate in a similar fashion the state in
some documents of Slovak origin from the first half of the 16th century, especially from Wes: Slovakia (as
long as, of course, they also show a small number of Slovak traits m other facets). For the second half of the
16th century and for the following periods, however, the occumrence of -u- instead of -zu- is evidence of the
propunciation of the writer” (Pordk 1982, 179).
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hand, the WSlk, CSlk and ESlk corpora all show essentially only the grapheme <u> 22 Since
the use of <w> to represent the final stages of 1 > au > oy was on the decline in Czech texts
already by the mid 16th century, it is unlikely that such a high consistency in the use of <u> in
these WSlk, CSlk and ESIk texts could be due simply to retention of an archaic orthographic

practice (especially in the later texts from 1550 to 1590). Thus, there would appear to be a high
level of dialect influence on this feature in these texts, and orthographic ambiguity should not

greatly affect the overall analysis of the development i > au > oy in the corpus of this
investigation {excluding perhaps in MSIK).

U The frequency level of the appearance of <aufou> in cach of these three corpora remains around 10%
whether considering only pre- 1550 texts, only post-1550 texis, or all texts in the corpus.

Mark Richard Lauersdorf - 9783954790883
Downloaded from PubFactory at 01/10/2019 03:02:51AM
via free access
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CHAFPTER III: INTRODUCTION TO THE PHONOLOGICAL INVESTIGATION

The next series of 5 chaplers investigates selected phonological features of the corpus. The
Investigation concentrates on a number of phonological processes that operated throughout the
region or in porticns of it, and examines the nature and distribution of the reflexes resulting
from these processes. Each of the phonological developments under investigation was chosen
based on several eriteria: (1) it produced at least two different reflexes (both innovations and
archaisms) distributed among the different dialect groups; (2) it had reached its end-stage in Cz,
Slk and Pol by the time period in question (the mid 16th century); (3) its reflexes are readily
distinguishable in the orthographical practices of the period. The phonological processes

investigated in this study are as follows:

Phonological developments investigated in the present study

vocalic:

1} vocalizanon of srong % and 5

2) development of syllabic r and { (and retated CreC and Ci3sC)
3) fronting and raising of long and short ¢ ,a/C_C', C"_#

4) fronting of long and short & ,u/C"__

5) diphthongization of long 6 and ¢

6) diphthongization of long &/C"__

consonantal:
7) assibilation of d/___j

o

B} assibilationof d4,¢/__é.i,e ., 5,¢e (ic., all front vowels)
9) palatalizationof r/___¢é.i,e,b,¢,J (i.c., all front vowels and j)

What follows first are general sketches of the 16th century distnibution pattems of the
reflexes for each of the phonological processes outlined above. These sketches are based on
historical reconstructions and the contemporary dialect picture and are meant to give an idea of
the reflexes that might be expected in the 16th century n the geographical areas covered by the
corpus. The reflexes are presented for cach of the Slovak dialect divisions as well as for
literary Czech and literary Polish. Each sketch contains a general discussion of the 16th century
reflexes and their distnbution patterns, as well as a discussion of the relative diagnostic value of
the reflexes for the present investigation. This general discussion is followed by a more
detailed tabie of the reflexes including modern dialectal examples ilustrating each of the 16th
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century reflexes presented!. The discussions and tables present only a generalized outline of
the reflexes and their distribution and are not intended as an exhaustive presentation of the
historical phonology of Slovak, Czech or Polish. Further details are presented in notes
following each table when such additional information is considered necessary for this study.
A map illustrating the geographical distribution of the reflexes outlined in the tables also
accomparues each sketch. Again, the maps are intended to give only a general picture of the
16th century distribution of reflexes. A more detailed geographical presentation of present-day
microdialectal variation is available in Stolc, et al. 1968a, 1968b. The phonalogical
developments are discussed according to a rough relative chronology as well as according to
convenience of presentation. It is immediately apparent that a true relative chronclogical
ordering could not be carried out here because each development is considered in all of the
regtons, and the timing and duration of the processes in some cases differs from region o

region.

' The sources used to compile the reflex pattern sketches presented here are: Banod 1886, 1895, 1906:
BEC 1954; Buffa 1978, 1981: Cufin, et al. 1977; Dostdl 1967; Gebauer 1958, 1960, 1963; Greenberg [988;
Habovitiak 1965; Havrénck 1934; Kdlal and Kdlal 1923; Klemensiewicz, Lehr-Splawinski, Urbaficzyk 1981;
Komirek 1962: Krajtovié 1961b, 1963, 1975, 1988; Kuraszkiewicz 1981: Lamprecht, Slosar, Bauer 1986;
Lehr-Splawifiski and Stieber 1957; Orlovsky 1975; Pauliny 1951, 1963, 1990: Ripka 1975; Stanislav 1932,
1967a, 1967b; Stieber 1973; Strutyfisks 1991; Swolc 1978, 1981; Stokc, et al. 1968, 1968b: Trévnidek 1926;
Véiny 1934, 1964. The data for the modemn dialect examples are also derived from these sources,
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1} vocalization of strong % and 3

This section examines the reflexes from the development of strong jers into full vowels.
Only the CSlk and ESlk reflexes from 3. 5 show significant differences in vocalic quality
from the exclusive ¢ reflex found elsewhere. An ¢ reflex is present alongside ¢ in both
CSIk and ESIk, however the distribution of this o reflex is not identical for both areas.
Dhfferences in the distribution of the ¢ reflex within the respective CSlk and ESIk regions also
partially delineate nCSIk from sCSlk and wESIk from eESIk. Thus, an o reflex attested in the
texts of this investigation would be a marked Slk feature — specifically CSIk/ESIk, with
narrower regional determination possible depending on the lexical items in which it occurs.
CSlk also exhibits a distinctive a reflex, the presence of which in a text would clearly indicate
CSlk phonological influence. The only other difference among the regions is the retention of
softness before e < b in some areas, however this is not relevant for this discussion and will
be dealt with in section 9) assibilationof d,¢/__&.e.i, 5, ¢ (i.e., all front vowels). The
distribution of the reflexes resulting from jer vocalization can be summanzed as follows (the

left-hand column shows e-vowel reflexes, the right-hand column — non-¢ reflexes)?:

? As mentioned previcusly, the reflexes tisted in the tables, notes and maps of this chapter represent the 16th
century stage of phonological development. Further developments that have altered this 16th century
distribution are at times mentioned in the tables and notcs but are generally not presented. Because only
phonological processes that had reached a fairly stable end-stage by the 16th century were chosen for this
investigation, the general dialect picture presented by these tables and maps often resembles the general modern
Slovak dialect picture. The examples used to illustrate the reflexes are, of course, modern dialect examples.
These examples have been given in a phonemic transcription that reflects the underlying morptological structure
and therefore does not reflect phonological changes resulting from such processes as word-final deveicing or
voice assimilation (e.g., the standard Sk lexeme ik (N sg. m. adj. “heavy’) is transcribed as radkf
{<wginksys } not! safld (with regressive voice assimilation £ -> ¥/ _ k).



1) vocalization of strong = and »

area
Cz

MSlk

WSk

nCSik

sCSlk

ESIk

Pol

i (prep. ‘in’, ‘inside”) ; ' (N sg. m. ‘day’) ; ¥ (N,G sg. m. ‘moss’) ; /¥ (N,G sg. m. ‘flax’)

reflex commentary
B> — palatalization lost everywhere before ¢ < s,
b>'ex>e mncluding d', ¢, n' >d, tn
h>e — palatalization lost everywhere before ‘e < b,
B>"e>e including &', ', n’ >d, 1, n (except
seMSIk retains some o', ¢, n'}
B>e — palatalization lost everywhere before 2 <5,
B>"e(>e) including d', ', 0", I’ > d, 1, n, ! in sSWSIk;
nWSIk retains z(<d'), c{<r)n', I
before e <
B> 0 —a, '@ found generally where potential V-3
b>a altemations would have caused unallowable
s>'e(>e) C-clusters
B> 'a(>a)
b >0 - palatalization lost before ‘e (@) < &, except
B> e (>e) d . tr,n. I are retained in both nCSIk and
sCSlk
B>E {b>0) — palatalization lost before e < &, except

p>'e(>¢) (b>0) 3(<d), c(<t'), n. I areretained:

(see notes d and e below for 5. 5> 0)

- palatalization retained everywhere before
'e < b (incl. assibilation &' > § and ¢ > ¢)

B>E
B>'C

examples
> e !
*dene> den ¥

kvg > e
*done > den ; (seMSlk: d'en’)

*vp > ve
*dbne > den | gen’

*E > Vo

*MEXE , *maxa > max . maxu (not *mxy) il
*done > d'en’

*ens , *lena > lan |, Fanu (not *'nuy v

L > Vo

*dLng > d'en’

*E> W, Vo
*dene > zen’

B> W
*deng > fen'
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notes on distribution and redistribution of %, 5 reflexes:

a) nCSIk and sCSlk often show the redistribution 5> 0>e¢ and b>e> o as follows:

w>o>e/  C — Yolknts > lakot’ > laket’ (N sg. m. ‘elbow’)

p>e>0/__C" (except in c-sCSlk and e-sCS1k) — *ovbss > oves > ovas (N sg. m. ‘oals’)

also often: b>e>o0/labial__ and /__labial — *swpraved-l-ivejs > spravedlivy > spravodlvi (N sg. m. adj. 'just’)
*sluZnbbnnjs> stuiebny > slufobni (N sg. m. adj. ‘service’)

b) 5CSlk underwent:
Lukb, -36kD, -3pkb > -fek, -Sek, -Zek > Lok, -Sok, -Fok — *domnleks > doméek > domdok (N sg. m. dim. ‘house’)

¢) nCSIk and sCSlk have variant reflexes in G pl. f. and n. noun forms (reflexes listed here include both % and b ):

aea cefex commentary examples
nCSlk: -VC'jeC  -VC'iC — this is a reasonable (though highly simplified) *slivaks > sllivdk (G pl. f. *plum’)
(-VCeC) -VCoC picture of the general distribution in the *erusskt > hrufjek (G pl. f. ‘pear’)

CSlk regions, there are many variations *stornsks > strdnok (G pl. f. 'page’)
and deviations from arca to area and even *svédaks > sviedok (G pl. [, 'candle’}
from form to form; the sCSIk areas have *j ! ' !

sCSlk: -VCyoC a particularly complex distribution *gruleks > hrufuok (G pl. f. ‘pear’)

-VCoC *stornsks > strdnok (G pl. f. ‘page’)

d) ESlk very often has: >0 ;b>o0/labial__ and /__labial — *vsns > von (adv. ‘out(side)’}

¢) ESlk also exhibits the following distribution:
wESIk:  -bkn , -bkL > -ek — *petsks > piatek (N sg. m. ‘Friday') ; *domsCpks > domiex (N sg. m. dim. ‘house’)
e¢ESlk: bk , -Bkb > -0k — *petsks > piatok (N sg. m. ‘Friday’) ; *domsieks > doméok (N sg. m. dim. ‘house”)

N.B. this is also the distribution found in ESIk G pl. f. and n. noun forms:

wESIk: -CeC *dévnkn > gievek (Gopl. f. ‘gidl")
eESlk: -CoC *déveks > zivok (G pl. f. "gif")

6

226 L o000



50

1) vocalization of strong » and »
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2) development of syllabic r and } (and related Cr3C and ChC)

This section examines the reflexes not only from onginal syllabic r and | (< C»rC and
C3IC )? but also from the related sequences CraC and Cf8C (B = either jer here and in the
discussion that follows). The inclusion of the liguid+jer sequences in the discussion of the
syllabic liquids is necessitated by the interrelation of the two features in their development in
certain of the dialect areas. The distribution of these reflexes is the most variegated of any
under investigation here and cannot easily be summarized according to larger geographical
patterns.

It can be noted that ESIk and Pol, in contradistinction to the other areas, lost syllabic liquids
entirely, resolving original 7 and | along with Cr3C and CisC | into liguid+vowel or
vowel+liguid combinations in all instances (except Pol r% , {3 which produced non-syllabic
r, 1,1} Hence, atext displaying no instances of syllabic liquids would indicate ESlk or Pol
phonological influence, with the quality of the vowels inthe Vr/rV  VI/ IV combinations and
certain instances of palatalized liquids at times distinguishing Pol from ESlk. On the other
hand, W51k (except w-sWSlk) and CSlk for the most part retained the original syllabic liquids
while reducing the liquid+jer sequences to syllabic liquids as well (with substantial | > {{)u
and Is > > (HJu in nW3SIk). Thus, a text with exclusively syllabic liquids would indicate the
influence of the WSIk or C5lk phonological system, with subtle reflex differences in specific
phonological environments and instances of [ > ({)u distinguishing W51k from CSlk. Finally,
Cz, MSIk and w-sWSIk exhibit similarities in the developmentof ¢,} and CraC ,Ci2C . In
these areas, a tendency to retain the original syllabic liquids (with substantial [ > ({)u), while
developing the liguid+jer sequences according 1o normal patterns of jer vocalization and loss
(with Ip > /> (})u in MSlk, w-sWSlk), produced a distnibuton of both r,{ and rV , IV
reflexes. A text exhibiting both syllabic hquid and CV reflexes would require further analysis
on the basis of the distribution of the two reflex types in order to determine whether the reflexes
follow the pattern of Cz, MSlk or w-sWS5lk, or whether they present evidence of two
competing phonological systems creating a different or random pattern. Because the detailed
patterns are guite complex, the distribution of the reflexes from these developments is first

1 The syllabic liquids refarred 1o in this study as “original syllabic 1. [ " developed in West Slavic from the
Proto-Slavic sequences CarC . CelC (3= cither jer). There is some debate as to whether f, | wercever
present in the Lekhatic branch of West Slavic (which includes Polish). Some scholars (see, for example,
Carlton 1991, 151-52) maintain that the Proto-Slavic sequences CerC, ColC developed directly into
CVrC , CVIC sequences in Lekhitic, without passing through an intermediate CpC , CJC stage. However,
this debate has no bearing on the present discussion, as this study focuses on the 16th century reflexes of the
Proto-Slavic sequences CarC , Ol (afterthe CpC , CfC stage had undergone further development).
Therefore, in keeping with Polish linguistic tradition and for ease of presentation, the syllabic liguid notation
r .| has been used throughout this work for all etymologies. including Polish. The original Proto-Slavic

sequences fer+liguid can be reconstructed from the forms cited here by noting the following correspondences
innotation: ¢ <, (<8l and f<sr, <l
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summanzed below according to the generalized groupings outiined above (this same
generalized pattem is also presented on the reflex maps). The detailed distribution is then laid
out in the reflex tables that follow {in the detailed tables, the left-hand column shows syllabic
liquid reflexes, the right-hand column — reflexes other than syllabic liquids):

Generalized groupings of reflex patterns for 1, { (and related Cr3C, CAC)

Cz, MSIk, w-sWSlk I>71
rp > 1V ; FV {in seMSlk, w-sWSIk only rV')
> F (in seMSIk, w-sWSlk only r)

WSIk (not w-sWSik), CSlk r>y
T >
>

ESlk 1> Vr
>V
> Vr

Pol F>Vr, Vi
re>r1v; iV
e > r; 2 (non-syllabic)

— e = e ey o e e e . e e e e o e e

Cz, MSIk, w-sWS1k J>lu;u;] (inCzonly fu;f)
h > 1V
I >du;u (MSIk, w-sWSIk): ] (Cz)

sWSIK (not w-sWSlk), CSlk 1>]
k>
Ip >

nWSlk | TR
Ip>lu:u
Iy >lu;u

ESlk |>1V; Vi
Ip > 1V
lt>1V;Vl]

Pol >V Vi V]
b >1V IV
i > t:1 (non-syllabic)
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2) development of syllabic ; and j (and related €r3C and ChC)

a) syllabic p (and related Cra()

area reflex
Cz I>r

rp>re,fe
re>rid >y, (F)

MSlk I>r

1 > 1e , (fe)

ra>rP>r (F)
WSk I>r
rh>J
w-5! L >TE
rp>rd>g
CSlk I>r

s>

commentary

—except &r- > der-; 2r- > Zer-,
$&r- > $ter-

- normal jer vocalization

— normal jer loss > new syllabic
{or non-syllabic 7}

—including &p-: Zp-; §&r- ; (except wMSlk
has &r- > &er- ; ¥r- > Jer- ; $&r- > §ler-)

— normal jer vocalization

—normal jer loss > new r, {F)

~except &p- > cer- | &ér-, (but Zp- > Zp-
- > 38r-)

—reduced to ¢ before jer vocalization/loss

— nomal jer vocalization

— normal jer loss > new syllabic

—except &r- > Cer- [ &ér-; (but Zp- > If-
- = $tr-)
—reduced to 1 before jer vocalizabon/loss

examples
*hrks > krk

*$¢r'bing > §terbina V', *&'nwjp> Fernt 1

*krtve > krev 1V, *krbsts > kiest ¥
*kruve > krve Y1, *krosta > kit V1

*krk® > kyk ; *$&r'bina > $érbina
{(wMSIk: krk . but: ilerbina)

*kruvh > krev

*krave > krvi

*krxn > kyk , Yi¢r'bina > $lrbina
*Xrnejp> fe- |, 06- | de- , gé- , firnf

*kreve> kpv ; *krove > krvi

*krBvh > krev

*krove > kv

*krkd > krk ; *i¢r'bina > Sirbina
*3rnejp > derni
*krave> kyv ; *krive > krvi
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ESik

e>rd>g

Pot

commentary
I >yr>ar
'>yr>ar  —/__ hard dental
r'»ir>er -~/ __other
™y >re,(r0) —nonmal jer vocalization
— normal jer loss > new syllabic r
(new r developed similar toonginal 1)
r'>ar
"> ar -/ hand dentat
I >ithi>
‘erf'e¥ ~{__labial or velar
[ >ir>'er —/__other
r >re, e, —nomal jer vocalization

re>r@>r, % - normal jer loss > non-syllabic r,

examples

*krks > kark
*&r'nyjb > darnt
*$¢r'bina > §cerbing

*kravh > krev  (see note ¢ below)
*kruve > kervi  (see note ¢ below)

*irks > kark
*{r'nyjp > farny

*:Xr'bing > Jlerbina ; *vp'ba > veiba il
*semrs > fmeré

*krove > krev  *krests > xZest
*hrnve > krvi | *krasta > xZu

i (N sg. m. ‘neck’); i1 (N sg, f. ‘crack”) ; Wi (N sg. m. ad). "black’) ; ¥ (N sg. m. *blood’) : ¥ (N sg. m. ‘baptism’)
vi (G sg. m. ‘bloed’) ; il (G sg. m. ‘baptism’®) ; ¥iii (N sg. f. ‘willow”) ; '* (N sg. f. "death’)
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b) syllabic } (and related C/5C)

Arca
Cz

MSlk

sWSlk w:

nWSlk

reflex
>l

Iy >18 >
]>1 or
Ih>10>|
1>1
h>10>|
1>}
>
[>]

s >|

}>lu

Ip >le

|]> M, u

In > le

]>lu (> u)

I >le

|>u(>u)

commentary
—any | except [’/ labial__
—fiabial__

- normal jer vocalization
- nomat jer loss > new syllabic |

— great regional variation (see note a below)
- nomal jer vocalization
— normal jer loss > new syllabic |

(new [ developed similar to original | )

—any { except |/ labial__
~/ iabial__

— normal jer vocalization
- normal jer loss > new syllabic |

{new { developed similar to oniginal })
— every position

—reduced o { before jer vocalization/loss

—any [ except [/ labial___
—/labial___

—reduced to [ before jer vocalization/loss
{developed similar to original })

examples
*digs > dluh
*p{'nsjb > pinf 1

*jabisks > jablek i
*jablzko > jabjko ¥

*digs > dih , dluh | duh

*jablvks > jablek

*sivza > sfza v ; “jablvko > jabuko , jabko
*dles = diuh |, duh

*nf'nwje > p{nf

-_-

*iablvko > jabluko , jabuko

*dies > dlh ; *pi'nujp> pinf

t . *jablsko > jablko

*dlgs > diuh | duk
*pinais > p{ni

*jabl sk® > jabiik ; *jablsko > jabuko
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arca
CSlk

ESlk

Pol

reflex
1>1

It >

Ip> 13 >]

commentary

— but differing regional tendencies in sCSlk

- reduced 1o | before jer vocalizationfloss

]>1u ~ fdental, velar__
|>yl>ol (>ul} ~/labial, & &, %__C’
|>il >el —/labial, &, 8, 2__C’
Ip>»le,(lo) - normnal jer vocalization

— nommal jer loss > new syllabic f
(new } developed similar to original |)

}>tu —fdental __; any |

}>el —fvelar___;any { ,but: &' > del > &of,
gl > iel > ol

I'>ot,ut,et —/labial_

I'>el —{labial___hard dental
1 =il —~{1abial__ other
lp>tle,le — normal jer vocalizalion

In>18>1,1 - normal jer loss > non-syllabic £,/

examples

*dlgn > dih ; *pl'nuis> pinl
*iablwsks > jablk ; *jablske > jablko

*dlgn > diuh
*plnnjn> polni , pulni
*sup{'niti > speln’ic V¢

T (see note ¢ below)
*ablpko > jabluko (see note ¢ below)

*dign > diug
*Kbs> kielb ¥
*K'gati > Eolgad (sig) viil
*plkn > putk ix
*pl'nnjn > pelny
*mi'Cati > milceé

*iabluks > jablek
*jablnko > jabtko

(N sg. m. ‘debt’} ; ** (N sg. m. ad). ‘full’) ; " (G pl. n. “apple’); ¥ (N sg. n. ‘apple’) ; ¥ (N sg. f. ‘tear”) ; ¥i (inf. ‘to fulfill")
vii (N sg. m. ‘gudgeon’) ; ¥iil {inf. ‘to crawl’} ; ** (N sg. m. ‘regiment’) : * (inf. 'to be silent’)

¥ no clear examples of Ci3C available for sWSIk and ESlk

Mark Richard Lauersdorf - 9783954790883

51AM

access

yg:

via fr

Downloaded from PubFactory at 01/10/2019 0

CE26 D000



notes on distribution and redistribution of y, J (and related CraC, Cis C) reflexes:

a} The MSIK regional variations of the reflexes of { can be delineated roughly as follows:

reflex commentary

]>1 — in the region between the towns Vsetfn and Uh. Brod
| >l - north of the town Vsetin; also ail of wMSik
| >u — south of the town Uh. Brod

b) ¢ & e-sCSlk have a variegaled and somewhat unclear picture for the reflexes of | (< { and CIsC ) (depending on various factors
inctuding geographical region, phonological environment and length):

aca reflex ¢xamples
c-sCSlk: |>].6,0 *dign > dih , doh ;. *p{'nnfs> pinf , péne
e-sCSlk; J>|:ld,lu;ol, 0y *digs > dlh , ditch , dluh ; *p{'nyje> plal , polni , pouni {cf. ESlk above)

¢) In ESIk when r3 (> rV) and r3 (> r@ > r > Vr) occurred alternatingly in paradigms, the resulting forms often underwent
analogical leveling in one direction or the other, e.g. *krpsts, *krpsta > krest, *krsta > krest, kerstu > kerst, kerstu
(*krpvh, *krpve is regionally represented by all three possible combinations: rev, kervi | krev, krevi ; kerv, kervi)

Similariy, when /3 (> V) and Ip (> 1@ > | > IV / VI) occurred alternatingly in paradigms, the resulting forms often
underwent analogical leveling in one direction or the other. Thus various reflexes exist for one form depending on the
direction of the leveling, e.g., *binxa > bluxa, blixa, bl'ixa, bolxa (N sg. f. *flea’); *slpza > sluza, sleza, sliza, soka, selza
(N sg. f. ‘tear’) — the alternating form with /% is supplied in both instance by the G pl.: *b/3xs ; *slpz3 .
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2a) development of syllabic ; (and related Cra(’)

[>V¥r S5 VeVl
>y ___.,_ >V R
> ¥r 11l me>riid

1y > 1V 3 EV {mn scMSI. waWSL only oV )
rp> 7o F (moseMSIk, w-rWSk only )

Mote. diagons] shading sndecaizs ress of miked snd non-Slk dealects
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3) fronting and raising of long and short 4, a/C"_ C', C*_#

This section examines the reflexes from the process of fronting and raising of the low
central vowel between soft consonants and in word-final position following a soft consonant.
This process was carried out consistently in Cz, but was more restricted in MSlk and w-sWSlIk,
and is only sporadically present in the remainder of Slk and Pol. The MSIk and w-sWSIk
regions appear to be transitional between consistent fronting and raising (d > {;a> €)inCz
and complete lack of it in much of Slk and Pol. wMSIk {(closest geographically to Cz) exhibits
fronting and raising in almost all environments, while the rest of MSIk shows slighdy more
resirictions {especially 4 , @ in word-final position), and w-sWSlik, although resembling MSIk
in most instances of long 4 > f, has almost no fronting and raising of short @ . Consistent
fronting and raising of long & is also found in ¢c-sCSlk and e-sCSlk, however there it
produced ¢f and 4 reflexes respectively. Finally, CSlk exhibits short
a>d{>e)/labial__ and ESlk shows short a> e when a < C'aC’ , ¢ but in both areas all
other environments retained short a .

Thus the textual presence of long or short a reflexes in palatal environments would be a
marking of 51k or Pol phonological influence. Exclusive long and short a reflexes would
ciearly indicate WSIk (except w-sWSIk) or Pol, while the presence of fronted and raised
reflexes alongside g reflexes would possibly allow for a narrower delineation within the
remainder of Sk, depending on the type and distribution of the fronted and raised reflexes. A
distribution of the two reflex types that did not reflect that of one of the Slk regions would
present evidence of two competing phonological systems creating a different or random pattern.
Consistent fronted and raised reflexes from both long & and short a in all positions would
indicate the influence of the Cz phonological system. It should be noted that the
diphthongization that occurred with d > fa in parts of nWSIk and CSIk (and with certain
a > ja in specific phonetic environments in other Slk dialects) is not taken into account here,
smce the central issue in this section is the vocalic quality of the reflexes. The distribution of
the reflexes from these developments is listed in the following Lables (in both tables, the right-
hand column shows the vanious fronted and raised reflexes):



3) fronting and raising of long and short §.4/C"__C’, C’__#

a) long 4

ares
Cz

M5k

sWSIk w:
c, e, ne;

nWSlk s:

nCSik

sCStk w:

ESik

FPol

reflex
d>€>»1
i»€>1
i>4a
a>é>i
i>4
4>4
d>4
d>ja
id>ji(>ja)
4> ji (> ja)
i>én>e]
i>&
d>a
d>a(>a)

commentary
~d<4,6, VIV

-4<4,C%C VIV
~-4<C'¢H

-4<CéC V)V
-4<d,Cé#

-4<d.€,VjV

—4<4,¢.VjV
-4<4.¢ . V)V

~&<4,¢,V)V;({for ji>ja see note b below)
~4<4,€,VjV; (for ji>ia see note b below)
—d<d, e, ViV

_4<4,é,VjV

-4<4,&, V)V ;length lost in ESk

-4<4,VjV, alclose) » a finalized in 18thc,;
length lost in Pol

examples

*ynzeti > vzlt 1) *prajatelis > pFitel

*vuzeti > vzit' | *projatelin > pritel
*séde(ts) > sedd 11

*vezeli > velt | *prijatelin > pritet
*trpe(ts) > trpid v

*ywzeli > vzdt , "prajateljs > prétel
*yrzeli > vzdt' | *prejateljs > prdt'el
*yyzeli > vzjac | *prejatelis > priacel
*vmzeli > vzjat' ; *prajatelip > priat'el’
*yrzeli > vziat' , *prajatelis > priatel’
*vezeti > veit'i , *prjatelis > prejtel
*vhzeti > vzdt  “prijateljs > pratel’
*vbzeli > viac ; *projatelib > pracel’

*stboibja > zboia ¥

b (inf. 'to take’) ; 11 (N sg. m. ‘friend") ; Wi (3rd pl. n-p. ‘to sit’) ; 1Y (3nd pl. n-p. ‘to bear’}; ¥ (N pl. n. *grain’)
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b) short a2

arca
Cz

MSIk

sWStk w:

c, €, ne:
nWSlk

CSlk

ESlk

Pol

axa

a>a

a>a

a>3a

a>a

a>a

a=>1a

axe

ax>c

(a>e)

axd(>e)

axe

commentary

—a<a,¢

—a<a,C'e# (exceptin wMSIk C'e# > a > e)
~-a<CeC', (wMSIk also has C'¢¥ >a>e)

—-a<a,g
—{a > e only in some cases of a < CeC" )

-a<a,g
-a«<a,g

—a<a,e,(butnot /labial )
—/labial___; further d > e is 16th ¢. onward

- a < C’'a# and some ¢ (often -j¢-)
-a<CaC’, g, (but some ¢ >a)

—a<a

examples
*ulica > ulice 1 ; *devers > devjer 1

*ulica > ulica |, *porse > prasa iih
*devers > devjet ; (WMSIk: prase)

*ylica > ulica ; *pors¢ > prasa
*devets > deviet

*ulica > ulica ; *devets > devar
*ulica > wlica ; *devets > d'evar’, zevac

*ulica > ul'ica ; *pors¢ > prasa
*devets > d'evdl’ | d'evet’

*ulica > wl'ica ; *zajgcs > zajac "
*jasens > jefen’ ¥, *deveth> Fevec

*plica > wlica

' (N sg. f. *street’) ; "' (N num. ‘nine’} ; ¥ (N sg. n. ‘pig'}; *¥ (N sg. m. ‘hare’) ; ¥ (N sg. m. ‘ash tree’)
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notes on distribution and redistribution of 4, a reflexes:

a) Analogical leveling began fairly quickly in paradigms that developed a - ¢ altemations as a result of this process. Thus
a —» ¢ is found in some instances where it would not be expected, and it is not found in some where it would be expected.

b) it is assumed that the change ¢ > jd > ja in nCSlk and w-sCSlk was centered in the Tekovsky, Hontiansky and Zvolensky
dialects in the 15th century and that it then spread to the remaining nCSlk and w-sCSlk dialect regions in the course of the
16th century (see Pauliny 1963, 280). Thus both & and ja reflexes are to be anticipated in these regions during the 16th
century, with a gradual shift to a ja reflex majority by the end of the century.

¢} In nCSIk, Orava exhibits differing reflexes: 4>4".€,4,ia,a *ypzeti > vzdt' ; vzét ; vidr’
*prujazelis > pritel | prarel

a>3i (inall environments) *ulica > wlicd ; *devets > d'evat’ ; *porse > prasi

d) e-sCSlk often has a> d (> ) in alf environments: *devers > d'evdt’ , d'evet’ | *porse > prasd , prase ; *zajecs > zajdc , zajec
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4) fronting of long and short &, u/C’___

This section examines the reflexes from the fronting of the long and short high back vowels
following a soft consonant. This was primarily a Cz process, although a later separate
development produced essentially the same results in ¢-sCSlk. It also occured on a restricted
basis in MSIk, where it is found consistently in A sg. and I sg. soft-stem adj. endings and
sporadically in some nominal sters. MSIk again appears 1o be transitional between Cz with
consistent & > { and most of Stk and Pol with complete lack of this change. w-sWSIk aiso
shows > { in A sg. and I sg. soft-stem adj. endings, but this is considered to be the result of
morphological developments and not the results of a phonological process like that in Cz and
MSIk (see Pauliny 1963, 247).

Thus a text exhibiting exclusively an i reflex would be marked as Cz (or perhaps
c-sW3SIk}, while the presence of i reflexes would clearly indicate Slk or Pol phonological
influence. A text exhibiting both 4 and §{ would have to be further analyzed on the basis of
distribution of the two refiexes to deterrmine whether it reflected MSlk (or possibly w-sWStk)
distributions or other pattems resulting from competing phonological systems. However, a text
showing exclusively an # reflex would be clearly marked as Slk or Pol. Because long & and
short u followed similar developments, they are represented in the following table and map by
a stngle symbol “u ™ for conciseness of presentation. Likewise the single symbol *17
represents both long § and short § in the table and accompanying map. The distribution of the
reflexes from this development is as follows (the right-hand column shows the fronted reflex):



o

4) fronting of long and short &, 4/C’__

area reflex
Cz

MSlk u>u

WStk u>u

CSlk u>u

c-§t
ESIk u>u
Pol u>u

u>i

u>i

uzi

commentary
-0 and u; (<u,Q,VjV)

~tG and u; (<u.q.VjV)
~chiefly i< VjV in A and I sg. f. soft ad).
-0 and u; (<u,q,V)V)
—4 and v; (<v,q,VjV)
everywhere but ¢-sCSlk
- and u; {<u,qg,V)V)
~4d and u; (<u,q,VjV);
length lost in ESIk

— and u; (<u); length lost in Pol

examples
*plutja > plice 1, *duiq > dufi V
*bofqjq > bodf M

*plutja > phica ; *dulq > dusu
*boigjq > boil (see note a below)

*plutja > pliicd , pliica ; *dufq > duiu
*hoiqjq > boiii , boZiu |, bokf (see note b below)

*plutja > pllica ; *dulq > dufu
*hoigjo > bolii , botju

*plutja > pl'ica ; *dufq > dusi
*hoiqjq > boil

*plutja > pl'uca ; *mojg > moju v
*bolqjo > boZu

*plutja > pluca

i (N pl. n. (f. in Cz) ‘lungs’) ; i (A sg. f. *soul’} ; ifi (A sg. f. adj. ‘God's") ; i¥ (A sg. f. poss. ad}. ‘my")

notes on distribution and redistribution of C’i/u reflexes:

a) MSIk has consistent i > { in A sg. and [ sg. f. soft-stem adj. endings, but only occasional &, u > {,i elsewhere.

b) w-sWSIk has &> {, but only in the A sg. and I sg. f. soft-stem adj. endings. Pauliny (1963, 247) explains this as primarily a
morphological development and not a regular phonological process.
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5) diphthongization of long J and ¢

This section examines the reflexes from the development of the long mid vowels 6 and ‘¢
{ic., ¢ following a soft consonant). The two vowels are discussed together here because of the
common tendencies in their development in most of the regions. The general process of
diphthongization (¢ > yo , '¢ > je) was carried out in all of the areas in question with the
exception of Pol and the 4 in parts of sWSIk. It is in the further development of the
diphthongs that the individual dialect areas became differentiated from one another. The
easternmost and westemmost regions (including Cz) underwent monophthongization, while the
central dialect areas either retained the diphthongs or change them to CV sequences, where the
C reflects a natural development of the initial semi-vowel of the diphthong: u>v,ji>j. The
process of monophthongization generally invelved raising of the vowel (> i, i ). In those
instances where the diphthong developed into a monophthong reflex without raising (>0, ¢),
the refiex is the result of the absorption of the semi-vowel portion of the diphthong by the
preceding consonant (fabial+y , palatal sorant+j ) without a change in the quality of the
following vowel.

Thus there are three basic reflex types that might serve to differentiate among the dialect
influences in the texts under investigation: 1) monophthong, raised u, i; 2) monophthong,
non-raised o, ¢, (also a in Pol); 3) diphthong and CV sequences wo ,vo, je, je. (The
diphthong and CV reflexes are grouped together for the purposes of textual analysis because of
difficulties in interpretation due to §6th century orthographic practices where both fu/and /v /
could be represented by <u,v,w>, and both /i/ and /j/ could be represented by
<i,y.j>.) The presence of u and i reflexes in a text would indicate phonological influence
from the westem or eastern regions: & = Cz, MSIk (except seMSIk), w-sW5ik, n-wESIk,
eESlk, Pol; i = Cz, MSIk (except seMSIk), w-, c-, e-sWSIk, n-wESI, eESlk. Diphthong and
CV reflexes attested from & and ‘¢ (a marked Slk feature) would indicate phonological
influence from the central regions: wo , vo = seMSIk, nWSIk, CSlk, s-wESIk,
je , je = seMSlk, ne-sWSlk, nWSlk, CSlk, s-wESlk. The non-raised, monophthong ¢ and ¢
reflexes have geographically more restricted distributions. Attestation of these reflexes in a text
would help to determine more nammowly the source of phonological influence within the
west/east and central regions, depending on the phonological environments in which they were
attested. Presence of the manophthong o reflex would clearly indicate Pol (or possibly
marginal ¢-sCSlk) influence. The distribution of the reflexes from these developmenis is listed
in the following tables {in both tables, the lefi-hand column shows diphthong, CV, or
monophthong non-raised reflexes (non-u , -i ), the right-hand column shows monophthong

raised reflexes (u , f )



5) diphthongization of long ¢ and ¢

a)long &

area
Cz

M3SI1k

sWSIlk w:
c, ¢, ne:

nWSslk s:

CSlk

ESlk s-w:

n-w, g

Pol

reflex commentary
6>ud>i
6>yub>i
6 >4, Yo, vé — variation withnn the region
G>ud> — ué > i still in progress in 16th ¢.?
6>6
6 > yé > v6, (ud) —any & except 6/ labial___
6>ud>6 —/labial___
6> y6>yo
6> yo

6 > yo > vo, (yo) —any ¢ except &/ labial__

6>yo>0 —/labial__; length lost in ESIk
6>yo>u  —yo>u stilin progress in 16th ¢.?
G>0{>u) —e¢{close)>u startsin 16th c., finahzed

in 18th ¢.; length lost in Polish

1{N sg.m. ‘horse’) ; 1 (N sg. m. "table’} ; i (N sg. m. adj. *my"})

examples
*konjp > kun' 1; *stols > soil i

*konjp > kiin' | *stols > sl
*konjp > kon' |, kudn’ , kvén’
Yronje > kun' | *stols > stul | sty
*honjp > kbn , *stols > stél

*konis > kvon ; *stols > stvél
*mojb > mdj Wi

*konjn > kuon’ ; *stois = stuol

*konje > kuon’ ; *stols > styol

*konje> kvon'  ¥stols > stvol
*mojb > moj

*konjs > kun’ |, *stols > stul

*stols > stul ; *mojs > mujf
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b) long ‘é

Cz
MSik
se:

sWSIlk w:

ne:
nwWSlk s:
n:

CSlk

ESlk  s-w:

n-w, ¢

Pol

(N sg. f. ‘faith’) ; 1 (N sg. m. ‘bread")

'€ > e, i, J¢

(- BT

x>

>3]
> >

x|

> jé>jé )¢

6> i€ >jé, ¢

E>jé>je

6> je

dxje>je.je

'C>je>e

Exg(>e)

‘¢>a

"€ je >

commentary
d<E&, A, ViV . (but: €>é/1__C)

|

)

d<d, 4, ViV, (but: 871,

except wMSIk)

'‘é<&,'4, VjV; variation within region

<&, '4,VjV, (but: ¥> &/ )

—'6<cé ViV, (but: €>6/1_)

—'é<&, VjV; jié>{ still in progress in

1 6th-cent. w-, c-, e-sWSIk?

‘f<d, ViV, (but: 4>é/Cr__,Cl__)

ek, ViV

ek ViV

—é <& ViV, (see note d below)

~'é<é&, VjV any 4 except é/n' . 0', r'__
=in", ', r'__; length lost in ESIk

—'é<& VjV; je>i still in progressin 16th ¢.?

—'é<&,VjV;any ¢ except ‘é/__ hard dental;

¢ (close) > e finalized in |%thc.
—/___hard dental ; length lost in Polish

examples
*usra > vira 1 ; *xigbs > xléb i

*véra > vira ; *xlébs > xiéh
(wMSIlk: xifb)
*xiébs > xljeb , xljéb , xljéb
*véra > vira , *xlébs > xléb
*véra > vira , *xlébs > xléb
*véra > vira ; *xlébs > dib
*uéra > vjéra ; “xlébs > xléb
*véra > vjéra ; *xiébs > xljéb
*véra > viera ; *xlébs > xdjeb

*véra > viera ; *xlébs > ajed

*véra > viera , viera
*xiébs > xd'eb

*véra > vira ; *xlébt > d'ib
*xidhs > xleb

*uéra > viara
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notes on distribution and redistribution of &, ¢ reflexes: 2

a) It is possibie that the final stages of development, us > i1 ; jé > f insWSIk and go > u ; je > i in n-wESlk, eESIk, might sul!
have been in progress during the 16th century (see Pauliny 1963, 242-7 & 262-7).

b) In sCSlk: pans of c-sCSIk retain: 6 — *konjs > kon' ; *stols > stol . *mofs > méj
€ — *virg > véra ; *xlébs > x'éb

parts of e-sCSlk have: 6> uo>ya,va(>a/labial___ Y} — *konjb> kuan, kvan, *stolr > styal, stval, *mojs > maj
‘¢>je>ja,ja — *véra > viara , vjara ; *xlébs > xljab

c) In ESIk, many areas of s-wESIk show: &3>0 (in all positions) — *konjs> kon' ; *stols > stol ; *mojb > moj
‘¢ >e (in all positions) — *véra > vera ; *xlébs > d'eb

d) 'é from contraction of -gje in the N/A sg. of neuter nouns of the -(5)jo declension followed the expected phonological
developments in Cz, MSlk, W5lk, Pol:
*szdorveje > zdravi (Cz) (‘health’); *pbsansje > psdni (MSIK) (‘letier’); *snboinje > zhoije , zboZié (seMSIk) ("gran’)
*sndorveje > zdravi (w-, c-, e-sWSIk); zdravié (ne-sWSlk; s-nWSk); zdravie (n-nWSIk); zdrov'e (Pol) (‘heaith’)

In ESlk, the phonological development of ¢ < -nje differs slightly from the expected development in that it does not produce
an { reflex in n-wESlk and cESIk, but rather shows an jefe reflex throughout all of ESlk:

Ysadorveje > zdravie , zdrave (‘health’)

In CSIk, the phonological continuation of the -zje ending was replaced fairly early by an entirely new ending '@ . This
ending underwent the development 'd > -ja in most of CSlk, with some of the same regional differences as seen in the
development of other instances of ‘¢ . Scholarly opinions vary on the exact origin of this 'd ending (cf. Pauliny 1990, 77-9):

*sudorveje —> zdravia (most of CSIk); zdravd’, zdravé (Orava in nCSIk); zdravej (c-sCSlk); zdravd (e-sCSIk) (*health')

<8 L0000



ti

SR WS- UOU PN pOAnN jo Team rawoamn Sumprys preolep oy

BT B D

{Pdus3

(VIS W o b oY)

o'ofi‘oaco

o 3uoj jo uonsziduoyiydip (eg

Mark Richard Lauersdorf - 9783954790883
Downloaded from PubFactory at 01/10/2019 03:02:51AM
via free access

S8 LO0D0



DOOR1522

74

5b) diphthongization of long ’é
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6} diphthongization of long ¢ /C __

This section examines the reflexes from the diphthongization of the long high back vowel
following a hard consonant (cf. fronting of this vowe! following a soft consonant described in
section 4 above). Also included here are instances of the long high back vowel in word-nitial
position. This was primarily a Cz process, but did occur in the westermmost poroon of MSlk
as well. The occurrence of 1 > op (> i) in the wMSIk area again illustrates the position of
wMSIk as a transitional dialect between the Cz dialects with ou to the west and the Sk dialects
with u to the east (cf. especially section 3} fronting and raising of long and short
g,afC__C',C"__#,also section 4) fronting of long and short # . u/C'__ regarting the
transitional nature of the MSlk dialect region). Hence, an oy reflex attested in the texts of this
investigation would clearly indicate Cz (or possibly wMSIk) phonological influence, while an
u reflex would be a clear marker of Slk or Pol influeence.

Because this phonological process did not result in a distnbution of several different
reflexes among the various Slk dialect regions, its inclusion in this study was not based on its
value as a means of determining the extent of regional phonological influence in the formation
of interdialectal nomms. [t has been included here because of the clean isogloss that it draws
between Cz and Slk (except wMSIk). Such a clean division allows for the determination of the
degree of Stk versus Cz phonological influence present in the texts under investigation. In
addition, because there is a single reflex for all of the Slk regions, the relative degree of Sik
imfluence in the texts can be measured comparatively from region to region. The fact that the
Pol reflex is identical to the Sik reflex should have little ¢ffect on this analysis since the
instances of Pol i > u are limited to the original oral vowel *i , and the majority of the
attested instances of & in the texts derive from the original nasal vowel *¢ {which in Pol
developed further as a nasal vowel). The distribution of the reflexes from this development can
be summanized as follows (the right-hand column shows the diphthong reflexes):



6) diphthongization of long & /C"__

area reflex commentary examples

Cz d > ay > oy ~td<d,q,Vjv *lupils > koupil 1 ; *mqka > mouka 1
*dobrojq > dobroy

MSIk w: d>ap>op(>4d) —u<i,q, VjV: regional variation *iupils > kipil ; *moka > mouka , miika
*starojq > staroy 'V

i>d -d<i,q,VjV; everywhere but wMSIk *kapifts) > kupf ¥ ; *moka > mitka

*dobrojgq > dobrii

WSk >0 -h<i, g, V)V *kupils > kipil |, kiipiy ; *moka > miika
*dobrojq > dobri

CSik > i —d<d,§, Vv *kupil®s > kiipiu | kipil ; *moka > muka
(*dobrojg > dobrou , see note ¢ below)

ESlk d>u>u -i<id,§, VjV; length lost in ESlk “upils > kupil , kupiu ; *sqséds > sused , susid ¥
*dobrojg > dobru

Pol i>l>u — i <1; length lost in Pol *kupils > kupd

i (m, sg. l-pan. ‘to buy’) ; it (N sg. £. ‘flour") ; i (I sg_ f. ad). *good’) ; i¥ (I sg. . adj. *old"); ¥ (3rd sg. n-p. ‘1o buy’)
¥i (N sg. m. ‘neighbor’)
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notes on distribution and redistribution of C i reflexes:

a) The modern Cz literary language, as a rule, shows no diphthongization of long & in word-initial position (although such word-
initial diphthongization of long ¢ is present dialectally). Komirek (1962, 166) attributes this lack of diphthongization in the
literary language to the influence of identical forms with short k- that frequently co-existed alongside the forms in long -
tidolt | udolf . vitery ] utery ; tinor { unor ; tsta! usta; etc.

b) In the regions of wMSIk that show oy (<, 4§} there are also some instances of 4> yé > g>au>oy:
*yvozB > *vdz > *vudbz > *viiz > *vayz > vouz (N sg. m. ‘wagon, cart’)

¢) In CSlk, the ending -ojg in the I sg. of feminine nouns, pronouns and adjectives followed a development separate from Cz and
the rest of Stk. According to Pauliny (1963, 97-100; 1990, 64) and V&iny (1964, 114) the development of these I sg. f. forms
in CSIk was as follows: *dobrojip > *dobroju > dobrou > dobroy ~ i.e., first denasalization, then loss of jot (bul no contraction);
while in Cz and the rest of SIk the development was: *dobrajg > *dobrd > dobrii (> dobroy (Cz & wMSIk)) -~ i.e., loss of joi
(with contraction), then denasalization. Thus, in CSIk there never was a long & in this position. Instead there existed from early
on an original ou desinence (not! oy < ay < i ). In much of e-sCSIk, this oy underwent the same further development as oy

from other sources: *dobrojq > dobroy > dobrd .
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6) diphthongization of long #

B> 0 [ v ESle. Pold

U > oy
Ui oy
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7) assibilationof d/__J

This section examines the reflexes from the Proto-Slavic "jot palatalization™ of the voiced
dental stop. This process produced two reflexes, the fricative 7z and the affricate 3, inthe
regions under investigation. The 1segloss dividing these two reflexes runs roughly along the
border separating MSIk and WSIk, although the line is not sharp since sMSlk and seMSlk
exhibit some instances of 3 alongside the majority reflex z , while w-sWSIk shows instances
of z alongside the more frequent 3.

Thus, a text exhibiting exclusively a 2 reflex would be marked as Cz or MSIk (except
sMSIk and seMSIk), while the presence of 3 reflexes would clearly indicate other Slk or Pol
phonological influence. A text exhibiting both z and 3 would require further analysis on the
basis of the distribution of the two reflexes to determine whether it reflected sMSIk, seMSIk, or
w-sWSlk distributions or other patterns resulting from competing phonological systems.
However, a text showing exclusively a 3 reflex would be cleasly marked as Slk {(except
sMSlk, seMSlk, w-sWSIk} or Pol. The distribution of the reflexes from this development is

hsted below (the left-hand column shows the affricate reflex, the nght-hand coiumn — the
fricative reflex):
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T) assibilationof /7 __J

area reflex
Cz di>z>z

MSIlk (dj >z} dj»z3>2

WStk w-s: dj>3 or di»3>z

dj >3
CSlk dj>3
ESIk di>3
Pol di>3

i (prep. ‘between’) ; i (N sg. m. adj. ‘beef, bovine') ; Hi (N sg. f. ‘balk, boundary’)

commentary

~dj > gin isolated forms in 5 & seMSlk

-- regional variation (see note a below)

—everywhere but w-sW5lk

notes on distribution and redistribution of dj reflexes:

examples

*medji > mezi 1, *govedjbjb > hovjezf 1

*medja > meza V' ; *govednis > hovjex!
(seMSIk: meza ; hovasf )

*medji > meq ; mezi
*govedibib > hoviasl ; hoviazf , hoviezf

*mediji > mezi ; *govedjsjs > hovazf
*medji > me3i , *govedinjs > hovazl, hovesl
*medji > me3i ; *govedibib > hovesi

*medji > m'e3y

a) The development dj > 3> 2 occurs in the westemn regions of w-sWSIk along the border with MSik. There is not a sharp
boundary dividing the instances of the two reflexes ( z ; 3} in w-sWSIKk, since different lexical items exhibit different
geographical distributions of 2z vs. 3 . (For example, mezi occurs in a more restricted area of w-sWSlk than
hoviazithoviezi (Krajfovit 1963, map 6).)

b) The form me3i appears quite prominently in portions of ESIK (particularly in eESlk).
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8} assibilationof o, ¢/ £&,i,e,5,¢ (ie., all front vowels)

This section examines the reflexes resulting from the effects of front vowels on preceding
dental stops (both voiced and unvoiced). In some of the regions, two different reflexes arose in
complementary distribution conditioned by the specific front vowel(s) involved in the process.
In other regions all front vowels produced the same refiex. Hence the pattern of distribution of
these reflexes is rather uneven and cannot easily be described in terms of larger geographical
groupings of individual regions4,

[t can be noted that nWS1k, ESlk and Pol show consistent assibilation before all front
vowels, though differing in the final phonetic nature of the reflexes (dental affricates 3, ¢ in
nWSIk and ESlk vs. palatalized alveolar affricates #, ¢ in Pol). Thus a text showing
exciusively assibilated reflexes before all front vowels would be clearly marked as nWSIk,
ESlk or Pol, with the difference in the phonetic nature of the affricates (in so far as this is
discernible in the textual orthography) distinguishing the Slk dialects from Pol. On the other
hand, Cz, MSlk, e-sWSlk and CSlk exhibit no assibilated reflexes before any front vowel.
Hence, a text displaying no instances of assibilation would indicate the influence of the Cz,
MSIk, e-sWSlk or CSlk phonological systems. The remaining sWSIk dialect areas show two

patterns of complementary distribution of both assibilated and non-assibilated reflexes, with
neither area showing assibilation before ¢ or 5. A text exhibiting both assibilated and non-

assibilated reflexes would require further analysis on the basis of the distribution of the two
reflexes in order to determine whether the reflexes follow the complementary pattem of w-, c-,
or ne-sWSIk, or whether they present evidence of two competing phonological systems
creating a different or random pattemn. The distribution of the reflexes from the development of
the sequence d , t+front vowe! is listed below. Because of the similarities in their development
in each of the regions, d and ¢ have been included together in a single table (the lefi-hand

column shows non-assibilated reflexes, the right-hand column - assibilated reflexes):

4 Although the palatalized reflexes 4 , ¢ have been listed in the reflex table following this discussion, the
issue of the softness of d and s in this environment will not be addressed here, the only concem of this
section being the presence or absence of assibilation. The sofiness of consonants was not consistently marked
in the texts of this period. It would therefore be difficult to determine accurately the extent to which the
presence or absence of softness in any given text was due to phonological chanpes or simply to inadequacies of
orthography.



8) assibilation of d,¢/_é,i, e, », ¢ {i.e., all front vowels)

a) d/ é,1,e,5,¢ and b) t/_é,i,e,8,¢

area reflex
Cz d>d’; t>t
d>d ; t>t
MSlk d>3;t1>¢
-»z»d' ext
d>d ; t>»t
sWSlk w: d»3; t>c
d>d ; t>t
. ne: d»=3;t>c
d>d ; t>1
e d>d ; t>t
nWSlk d>3; t>¢
CSlk d»d;t>t
d>d ; t>t

commentary
J-.-lmom¢ﬂAV.ﬂv
-/ _e.n,e(>a)

-/ __&.1,e(>e); assibilation reversed
in the 15-16th c. on the Cz model
~/ _e.b,e(>a)

-/ _¢&.i.,e
~-/_e.n

-/ &
-/ _e.b, ¢

-/_¢&.i,e.b,¢

|.ﬁ.-.|.1...ﬁ-_.m_—ﬂ__—v_.ﬂ

~f_&,i,e,b,¢ (except /__gO)

~[®C

examples

*déti > d'et’i 1 Meivknjp > teikd i

*irdete > (j)dete ' ; *dens > den 1Y
*regati > tahar ¥

*déti > d'et’i ; *reinko > reiko Vi
*ipdete > idete ; ¥dbnb > den ;, *tggati > tdhat

*déti > zeci ; *teipkbjb > caikl | (Catki)
*isdete > idete | *dens > den

*dén > 3eci
*frdete > idete | *dbnb > den
*1efLkBib > taZkl

*déti > deti | *jrdete > idete
*danb > den ; *teipknjb > tatkf

*d8ti > zect ; *jpdete > igece
*denb> 3en’ | *teZpksis > cakl , (CaZkl)

*déti > d'et'i ; ¥judete > id'et'e
*denk> den’ ; *tgiskcsjs > razki
*pma > tma *"
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arca reflex commentary
ESlk d>z.:t>c -/ E.i.e.b,€
Pol HHV%“ t>¢ |M|_m.m..ﬂ.r_.ﬂ

i (N pl. n. ‘children’) ; ¥ (N sg. m. adj. ‘heavy') ; il (2nd pl. n-p. ‘10 go"} : 7¥ (N sg. m.
*! (adv. ‘hard, with difficulty’) ; ¥ (N sg. f. ‘darkness’)

notes on distribution and redistribution of o, £’ reflexes:

a) MSIk often exhibits: d>d"; t>1"/__p — *koste> kost’” (N sg. f. 'bone")
seMSIk shows regional: d>d'; t>1'/__e, b — ¥jadete > id'et'e ; dons > d'en’

examples
*déti > geci ; *jpdete > igece
*dbnb > 3en’ ; *teinknn > cedki | (Ceiki)

*déti > feci ; *jdete > ifece
*denb > fen' ; *tefpknjn > Celkd

‘day’); ¥ (inf. ‘to pull’)

b) In & small area of w-sWSlk around the town Skalica and in a larger area of s-nWS5lk around the town Tren¢in there was
consistent reversal of assibilation: 3> d'; ¢> ¢ (also some hard d ;¢ around Trencin)

Skalica: *déti > zeci > d'etl, *t¢ > ca > fa (A sg. pron. ‘you')

Trenlin:  *déti > geci > d'et’i , *jbdete > [zece > id'et'e ; *donp> en’ > den’ ; *t¢ipknjb > caiki > tazki

¢) In e-sCSlk: some areas show consistent hard reflexes — *déd > deni ; *judete > idete | *dbnb > den ; *te3pknib > Wikl

some arcas have: d>% ; 1>8&/__i — *déti > dedi ; *dédina > defina (N sg._f. “village’)
& also developed consistently in these areas from: word-final - — *platii > plafi¢  (inf. ‘to pay’)
word-final -s¢' — *radosts> rado$¢ (N sg.f. ‘joy’)
C-cluster -§t'- — *saéestbnnin (> $'asinf ) > $éasnl

(N sg. m. adj. *happy’)
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9) palatalizationof r/__é,i,e,5,¢,Jf (i.e., all front vowels and )

This section examines the reflexes from the softening of r when followed by a front vowel
or jot. Cz and MSIk (except seMSIk) in the west, along with Pol in the east, show a palatal
consonant ¥ (> 7 in Pol) in this position, while the seMS1k, WSIk, CSlk and ESlk dialect
arcas exhibit a hardened r as the reflex. Thus, a palatal 7/Z reflex attested in the texts of this
investigation would clearly indicate Cz, MSIk or Pol phonological influence, while a hard »
reflex would be a clear marker of WSIk, CSIk, or ESIk influence. The distribution of the
reflexes from this palatalization process is as follows (the right-hand column shows the
softened reflexes):
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9) palatalizationof r/_é,i,e,5, ¢.j (ie, all [ront vowels and j)

area reflex
Cz

MSIlk

se: T>r'>r

WSk T>r'>r
CSlk T>r >r
ESlk r>re>r
Pol

(N sg. f. ‘birch tree'}; it (N sg. m. “strap") ; }ii (N sg. f. ‘birch grove’)

notes on distribution and redistribution of r’ reflexes:;

r>r'>f

r>r>f

commentary

examples
{(*berza >) *bréza > bffza
*remens > Fermen

*bréza > bfeza ; *remenn > Femen'
*hréza > breza , *remens > remen’
*brézina > brezina V' *rement > remen’
*hrézina > brezina | *remens > remen’

*brézina > brezina
*¥remend > remen’, remin’

r>r" >F{>2%) —F>Z starts in i4th c,, finalized in 1 7th ¢. *bréza > bloza ; *remens> fem'en’

—Cz and MSIk show 7>r' > r inthe sequence re+hard demtal,c,&,n’, §: *starscs> stafec but *starvca > starce (Cz)

Similarly Pol shows r>r' > inthe sequence rg+c .. /.0, 8, 5:

*crarsch > staZec but *starpca > starca
(N sg.m. 'oldman’) (G sg.m. 'old man’}
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As the purpose of this study is to attempt to determine whether distinct patterns of
regionally varied interdialectal norm development can be discemed in the written language of
16th century Slovakia, the analysis of the phonological data will be presented within the
framework of the major dialect regions of MSlk, W51k, CSlk and ESlk. The entire set of 9
phonological processes will be investigated for each major dialect region before moving on to
the next region. This type of incremental geographical analysis of the entire set of features
should reveal any developing interdialectal norms more accurately than a feature by feafure
analysis of the entire SIk temmitory. By investigating the entire set of processes for a single
region, any similarities in the reflexes of the individual texts will first become apparent in a
smaller, regional context. It will be possible to determine the extent of individual or regional
dialect influence on the phonology of the texts and the degree 10 which these individual or
regional dialect influences are responsible for any consistent reflex patteming detected in the
texts. (For example, is there evidence for the development of a smaller sWSIk interdialectal
norm, or for a larger WSlk norm? To which dialect influences does the sWSlk or WSIk
interdialectal norm owe its consistent phonological pattemns?) Then the regional pattemns of
reflexes can be compared for possible interregional consistency. As the texts are analyzed in
successively larger dialect groupings, from individual to regional to interregional, it will become
possible to determine the scope of consistency in usage. If instances of interregional
consistency are found, it should also be possible to determine to which regional interdialectal
norm the interregional pattemn can be ascribed (For example, is there evidence for the use of a
WSIk interdialectal nom in the CSlk region?). The analysis will begin with the MSlk texts and
will continue in a west -> east geographical order through WSlk, CSlk and ESIk.
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CHAPTER IV: INVESTIGATION OF THE MORAYIAN SLOVAK CORPUS

Analysis of the textual data

1) vocalization of strong & and & (103 forms ( 5 and & togethen))

The analysis in this section considers jer vocalization in roots, prefixes and suffixes, but
does not take into account nominal desinencesl. Analogical leveling and paradigmatic shifts
often obscured the original distribution of jer reflexes in such desinences, thus rendering them
ambiguous for the purposes of tracing phonological development.

The data collected for this development show, with only one deviation, the expected
developmentsof > ¢ and 6> > e.

Examples: {< %) <nadepsany> 'y <patek>>, <przede>
(< 5) <den>, <konecz>, «<spravedlivie>

The one deviation is the preposition &5 > ke , which is found in this form three times
throughout the MSIk territory. However, k% > ku occurred throughout the entire area of this
investigation and exists to this day in the standard Slk, Cz and Pol literary languages. 1t

therefore has no bearing on this investigation.

2) development of syllabic ; and [ (and related CrsC and ChC}
(76 r-forms, 22 I-forms)

a) syllabic  (and related CrsC)

The textually attested reflexes of syllamc ¢, CraC exhibit aimost complete agreement with
the expected MSIk patternsof r>r and rp>re . rp>rd >y.

Examples: (<) <cztvriek>, <drzeti>, <nayprv>, <smrti>, <svrchu>

(< re} <opatmym:>, <opatrnoste[mj>, <oppatmy> (The only instances
of CrzC available in the MSIk texis are forms from *opatrgn- .)

I Nominal desinences that included strong jers are the following (cited in their Proto-Slavic forms based on
Klemensiewicz, Lehr-Sptawifiski, Urbasiczyk 1981, 266-311; Pauliny 1990, 28-32; Viiny 1964, 21-95):
1sg. m. & n. of all stem classes {except a/ja-stems). -BmE / -biE
D&Lpl.m &£ istems: -am3 (D) and -sx3 (L)
D&Lplm,f &n Cstems: -+mp (D) and -5x5 {L)

! Complete grammatical, lexical, etymoiogical and referential information for cach of the textual cxamples
cited in this and the following three chapiers can be found in the “Index of cited forms™ and the “Glossary" at
the back of this work. It should be noted that the ezamples throughout this work are cited exactly as they
appear in the text editions that were used for this investigation (sec Appendix B for the secondary source of each
of the texts of the corpus). ht should also be noted here that personal names (both given names and sumames,

and their derivatives) and city names {and their derivatives) were not included among the data collected for this
investigation.
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There are only two exceptions to the expected reflexes: <teprova> (< *-prv-) (Uh. Brod
1531); <czytkvy> (< *cr'k-) (Veseli n. Mor. 154%a) (however, the contemporary Stk and Cz
forms arc also cirkev/ clrkev ).

b) syllabic [ (and related ChC)

The development of | is expected to produce a regionally varied distribution of {, lu , u
reflexes in MSIk, but the pattem attested in the texts is consistent for the entire temitory and is
more like that expected for Cz than for MSlk. As in Cz, the reflexes here show:

{ > ]t labial__:
Examples: <naplnite>, <pinu>

§ > lu elsewhere:
Examples: <dlules, <dluzen>, <mluviti>, <nadluze>, <smiuva>

The only clear example of C/sC in this section follows the development expected for both
Cz and MSIk CI3C > CJC : <dobromysl[n}e> (Veseli n. Mor. 1549b).

3) fronting and raising of long and short 4,3/C’_C', C*_#
{112 long 4-forms, 129 short a-forms)

a) long 4

In the investigation of the textual reflexes in this section, long ¢ from contraction in soft-
stem adjectival desinences is not considered. The influence of morphological and paradigmatic
factors on the development of adjectival paradigms usually affected the expected phonological
development to such a degree that the discussion of the development of such desinences is
better left to morphological analysis. Such is the case here.

The most common sources of long 4 in the MSIk texts are:

a) contraction in the G sg., N pl. and A pl. endings of neuter nouns in *-pfe |
¢.g., *ssdorveja (same form for all three cases)

b) contraction of *-sja- in certain noun and verb stems, ¢.g., *pryjatelfs , *prejati
c) long ¢ incertain stems, e.g., *pénedzs , *vetje

d) long ¢ in PrAP forms of i-stem verbs (and deverbal adj’s. based on PrAP forms),
e.g., *proseci (N sg. f. PrAP), *prosece (N pl. m. PrAP)

Long 4 in a soft environment is expected to produce a fromted and raised reflex d > é> 7
in all instances in MSlk, except for word-final #>d> 4.

3 4 from contraction occurred in the following soft-stem adj. desinences {examples are cited in their non-
contracted Proto-Slavic forms based on Klemensiewicz, Letr-Sptawifiski, Urbaficzyk 1981, 327-8; Pauliny
1990, 117, Viiny 1964, 112-5):

Nsg. f. péioje (= “walking, foot-")
N/A pl. a. pélaja
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The texally attested reflexes for the neuter noun forms ending in *-gja , are in agreement
with those expected for MSlk. They illustmate without exception the narrowing and raising
*-pja > -4 > -¢ > -, The single slight deviation appears to illustrate the intermediate stage
with -¢ , which is not surpnising since the spelling <ie> in this position was in use until the
mid 16th century in Cz orthography.

Examples: <porucZeni> (G sg.), <psany> (G sg.), <Zdravy> (G sg.)
except: <Zdravye> (G sg.) (Uh. Brod 1547)

The data for word-intemal *-sja- consist entirely of forms derived from the root *priyja- .

Gebauer asserts (1963, 99-100) that in the suffix of the noun “prajateljs the { is soft only
in the singular (< *-tel-j-), while in the plural it is hard (< *-tel-). Further, it is proposed (see,
for example, Lamprecht, Slosar, Bauer 1986, 60) that in Cz dispalatalization of " occurred in
the combination C'eC" where C" was a hard dental. Hence in the singular form of the suffix
(<*-tel-j-) the r would remain soft because of the soft { following the e, while in the plural
form (< *-tel-) the ¢ would become hard because of the following hard /. Therefors the
fronting and raising *sja > d > ¢ > { would be expected in Cz only in those forms that
preserved the softness of the r - i.e., all forms of the singular, those forms of the plural that
had endings beginning with a softening vowel (N/V and L), derivatives (which according to
Gebauer, loc. cit., always had soft *-rel’-}).

Contrary to the developments outlined above, the data from the texts consistently exhibit the
development *prija- > pfa- in all plural forms of the noun *prajareljs (no instances of the
sg. are attested) and in the various derivations from this stem such as *prajatelfpstvol- bstvije
and *prejateljbskib .

Examples: <przatele> (N pl.), <przatele> (V pl.), <przatel> (G pl.),
<przatelom:> (D pl.), <przately> (I pl.}, <przatelstvi>, <przatelsky>

The infinitive *prajari and the pl. form of its l-part. *prejali constitute another source of
possible *-bja- > d > ¢ > { imtheroot *preja- . There are no examples in the texts of the

infinidve, but all examples of the pl. I-pan., like the examples for *prajareljs, show an a
reflex.

Examples: <przalj>, <przaly>

It should be noted here that Cz, through analogical leveling, reordered the distribution of @
and J in the forms from the root *preja- | so that the present-day standard paradigms show an
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a reflex: 1) in all pl. and some derived forms of *prajatel- ; 2) in the infinitive and all past
tense forms of *prajar . The attested textual distribution described above follows this
reordered distribution aimost completely.

The reflexes deriving from long ¢ in stems exhibit without exception the expected fronting
and raising é>d>é> 1.

Examples: <narzyzenymn>, <penize> (A pl.), <vicz>, <vicze>, <vzyti>

Likewise, the i-stem PrAP forms (and deverbal adj’s. derived from them) with long ¢ all
contain the fronted and raised reflex.

Examples: <chticze>, <naleficzy>, <przistaupicz>>

b) short &

Unlike the textual reflexes of long 4 , which do not present a completely uniform picture,
the refiexes of short a in the texts exhibit the fronting and raising process a > e with only
five exceptions. However, this is not what is anticipated for the MSlk dialectal region, where
a > a is the expected development and only non-word-final ¢ is expected to develop
¢ > a > ¢ (with some divergence in wMSlk showing word-final ¢> a > ¢ ). The consistent e

reflex found here is more reminiscent of Cz.

Examples: (<¢) <Kniez>, <maje> (PrAP), <pamict>, <Poczeti>,
<se> (refl. pron.), <urzednika>, <znaje> (PrAP)

axcepe: <svatey> (Brumov-Bylnice1539); <svatem> (Bfeclav 1539);
<svattern> (Vesell n. Mor. 1549a)

Examples: (< a) <drzeti>, <krale> (G sg. m.), <peczeth>, <rychtarze> (G sg. m.),
<slysseti>

2xcept: <miessczane>> (Valas, Mezifidi 1541);
<Miessczane> {Velka n. Vel 1548)

It i5 interesting to note that there are also textual examples of an ¢ reflex where it is not
supported by the phonological environment in Slk or Cz (i.e., in forms with C'__C*). Cz
paradigms that contained alternating hard C'__C* ~ soft £’ environments, and thus
altemating @ ~ e as a result of the a > ¢ process, often underwent analogical leveling in favor
of one or the other of the alternating reflexes. The attested examples with the unwarranted e
reflex are most likely due to such analogical leveling causing @ —> ¢, since in most cases other

forms related to the exceptional forms do support the ¢ reflex (i.c., forms with C'__C’).
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Examples: <nenaleZelo> (cf. ndleféli), <slyssela> (cf. siy$éii)
(the form in parenthesis indicates an OCz form with g > ¢ in the soft
C_C' environment that could have served as a possible basis for
analogical @ —> ¢ inthe hard C'___C" form attested in the texts)

With this in mind, it is also possible to explain all five textual exceptions that exhibit a
despite the soft ' environment as instances of analogical leveling in the other direction:
e ~> a . For example, of the forms of the adjective *svernjp, only those forms whose
desinence begins with a softening (front) vowel would have the necessary soft C°__C°
environment 1o support ¢ > a > ¢ - i.c,, only D/L sg. f., L sg. m./n., N pl. m. anim. The other
forms would show an unchanged a reflexdue toahard €' C" environment. In the
instance of the textual forms, <svatey> (L sg. f.), <svatem> (L sg. m.), <svattem> (L sg. m.),
the leveling was in favor of the unchanged a reflex. Interestingly, all such instances of
possible analogical leveling seen in the texts (both a ~> ¢ and ¢ —> g ) are identical to the
patiems found m modem Cz.

4) fronting of long and short &, 4 /C’__ (72 forms (& and u together))

In the MSIk texts, the forms containing the sequences Cu and C'w show without
exception the development u > i . However, this development is expected only for Cz and
c-sCSlk, not for MSlk where the expected reflexes are & and u, withonly the A and I sg. f.

soft-stem adj. desinences (and occasional other instances) showing u>1.

Examples: <ji> (A sg. f. pron.), <jiz>, <lepssy> {A sg. f. adj.), <lidy>,
<majicz> (PrAP), <nemajiz> (3rd pl. n-p.), <Psani> (D sg. n.).
<praczujycz> (PrAP), <rychtarzy> (D sg. m.), <slibil>»
<spravedlnosti> (I sg. f.)

Note that in the PrAP form <praczujycz> the u in the sequence <-czuj-> also falls under
the conditions for the change « > ¢ . Such was the case for all verbs with n-p. stems in -C'iyj- .
Forms containing the change -C'yj- > -C'ij- are attested in Cz in the 14th and early 15th
centuries, but they later gave way in favor of the original sequence with & as found in the
example <praczujycz> quoted above (see Gebauer 1963, 274). There are no instances of this
development -C'uj- > -C'ij- in n-p. verbal stems in the entire Slk corpus.
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5) diphthongization of long ¢ and ¢ (35 é-forms, 57 '¢é-forms)

a) long ¢

As in the section on strong jer development, in this section nominal desinences are not
considered in the analysis of instances of long 44. Again, analogical leveling and paradigmatic
shifts obscured the original distribution of reflexes in these desinences, thus rendenng them
ambiguous for the purposes of tracing phonological development.

The reflexes of long ¢ in MSlk are expected to exhibit diphthongization and raising
6 > ué > it , everywhere but in seMSlk. The seMSIk region is expected to show variation
among three reflexes, 6, ud , vé . The textual examples are fairly evenly divided between uo
and u reflexes with 16 (46%) showing an uo reflex, and 18 (51%) showing an u reflex.
Both the forms in «o and the forms in « are fairly evenly distmibuted throughout the MSIk
territory. There is only 1 formn in the texts that exhibits an o reflex.

Examples: (> 40} <Buoh>, <muoy>, <muozle>, <vuole>, <zuostali>
(> 4) <Buh>, <muj>, <dopomuziete>, <vule>, <pozustal>
(> 0} <doviemosti> (Uh. Brod 1530)

As stated in the section in Chapter IT on orthography, there is a problem of ambiguity in
16th century Cz orthographic practices regarding the representation of the reflexes of long 6.
Although the development 6 > ué > 1 was completed in Cz by the end of the 15th century, the
spellings <o> and <wo> were in use alongside <u> in Cz orthography until well into the
16th century. Thus, <o> could represent both 6 and 4 ,and <uo> could represent both 4é
and # ,in additionto <u> =i in texts from this period. This problem of ambiguity 15
especially acute in the MSIk corpus, since the MSIK texts are all from the first half of the 16th
century when the orthographic instability was greatest. 1t is therefore difficult to ascertain
whether the distribution of reflexes from long ¢ outlined here is a reflection of dialectal
variation in the phonology of the MSlk texts, or merely a reflection of random vanation in the
orthography of the texts. The <uo> grapheme is present in nearly 50% of the forms, and only
a close orthographic analysis of each individual text would provide some (limited) insight into
the phonological value of the individual instances of this grapheme.

4 Nominal desinences that included long 5 are the following (cited in their Proto-Stavic forms based on
Klemensicwicz, Lehr-Splawifiski, Urbagczyk 1981, 226-7, 266-311: Pauliny 1990, 28-32, Viny 1964, 21-95):
I sg. m. & n. o-stems:  -oms
D pl. m. & n. o-stems.  -oms
G pl. m. u-stems (fater generalized (o other m. stems). -ovs

{Also of note here as a nominal form containing long & is the N sg. m. poss. adj. form: -ovs )
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b) long ‘¢

As in the section on long 4, in this section adjectival desinences that onginally contamed
long ¢ from contraction are not considered. This includes ¢ from contraction in both the
hard-stem and soft-stem adjectival declension classes®. Again, the influence of morphological
and paradigmatic factors on the development of the adjectival paradigms affected the expected
phonological development (o such a degree thal the discussion of the development of these
desinences is better left to morphological analysis.

The most prevalent sources of ‘¢ in the M3Ik texts are:

a) contraction in the N/A sg., D pl. endings of neuter nouns in *-gje , *-bstvife ,
e.g., *sedorvefe (NJA sg.), *svdorvejems (D pl.)

b) long ¢ in nominal and infinitival stems, e.g., *délo , *jemén , *mésto , *véra

¢) long & inthe n-p. stems of severat verbs, e.g., *vémb (<— *védeéti), *umé(m) (<— *uméii)

Diphthongization and subsequent monophthongization and raising are expected from
long ¢ in most of MSlk. The development ‘¢ > ié > { is expected in all instances, with the
exception of é> é/1__ (wMSIk exlubits '¢ > jé > [ everywhere including 4//__ ). Only
seMSIk retains the diphthong stage in various forms ( je , i€, # ).

The reflexes found in the neuter noun forms in *-gje , *-pstvije correspond completely to
the development é> §é> 17,

Examples: <poruczenstvi> (N sg.), <psani> (A sg.}, <zdravy> (A sg.)

The textual examples of long ¢ in nominal and verbal (inf. and n-p.) stems show only 3

exceptions to the raised monophthong reflex.

Examples: <dyla>, <mistie>, <miti>, <neodpirali>, <nevime>, <rozdylu>,
<vyminekc», <virzus», <vyte>, <zny>

except: <viery> (Bieclav 1539); <vye> (2x) (Uh. Brod 1547)

% "¢ from contraction occurred in the following hard-stem and soft-stem adj. desinences (examples are cited
in their non-contracted Proto-Slavic forms based on Klemensiewicz, Lehr-Sptawifiskl, Urbaficzyk 1981, 327-8;
Pauliny 1990, 117; V4Zny 1964, 112-5):

hard stem: L sg. m. dobréjems (= 'good’)
D/L sg. f. dobréji
Lsg. n dobrijemn
soft stem: L sg. m. p#iijemn (= "walking, foot-")
A pl. m, pésdié
Gsg f DPETEE
N/A plL L peikyé
N/A sg. n. piieje
Lsg n péiijems
Bayerlasche
Staatstibliothek

minchen
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As discussed in the section in Chapter IT on orthography, Cz orthographic practices were
conservative in the representation of the reflexes from this phonological development in texts
from the first half of the 16th century. The grapheme <ie> was still in use at the beginning of
the 16th century (alongside <i> ) despite the completion of the phonological change ¢ > §é > {
i Cz before the end of the 15th century., Thus it would be possible 1o interpret <ie> either as
an archaic representation of § or as an accurate representation of je in the MSIk corpus under
investigation here {which includes only pre-1550 texts). The possible ambiguity of the
grapheme <ie> does not play a crucial role in this portion of the study, however, since the
attested MSlk forms show with only three exceptions the unambiguous symbols <i> , <y>.

6) diphthongization of long /€ __ (183 forms)

The diphthongization process 4 > au > ou (with further ox > d in centain areas) is only
expected in wMSlk, while the remainder of the temitory is expected (o retain the onginal i .
The textual data show both an en and an ¥ reflex. The data from wMSIk (the town
Kromé#FiZ) and from the towns nearest wMSlk (Uh. Hradi3t€ and Uh. Ostroh) do exhibit a
majority of the diphthong reflex expected for the region — out of 44 forms, 31 (70%) contain
the au reflex. Elsewhere, the distribution is more strongly in favor of the i reflex with two-
thirds {93) of the 139 forms showing this non-diphthongized reflex. In fact, of the 17 texis
outside the wMSlk region, there are six that contain only forms in « . In general, there is no
completely clear pattern to the distribution of the reflexes, although there seems tobe a
grammatical bias toward forms in # for A sg. and I sg. f. adj’s. and I sg. £. nouns (only eight
forms (15%) out of 54 contain a diphthong).

Examples: (> u) <budu-li>, <maln]ziclku> (I sg. f.), <mudrzy>, <neysu>,
<slussnu> (A sg. f. adj.), <svu> (I sg. f. adj.), <utery>,
<vezmucz> (PrAP)

(> au) <cztaucz> (PrAP), <maudrzy>. <nemchau>, <radau> (] sg. f.},
<slussnau> (A sg. [. ad).), <sau>, <sauseda>, <autery>

It is again necessary to consider the Cz orthographic practices of the 16th century when
analyzing the reflexes of long # as recorded in the MSlk corpus. As mentioned in the section
in Chapter Il on orthography, the change & > ay > oy was completed in Cz by the end of the
15th century, but the grapheme <au> did not prevail over <u> in the representation of ay/oy
uritil the middle of the 16th century. Thus the grapheme <u> could denote both # and au/ou
in texts from the first half of the century. This issue is especially importart for the MSlk
corpus, since all the MS1k texts are pre-1550. Therefore it is difficult to ascenain whether the
MSIk textual distribution of reflexes from long & , as outlined here, is a reflection of dialectal
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variation in the phonology of the texts, or merely a reflection of random variation in the
orthography of the texts. In the extreme case, all instances of <u> in the texts could actually
represent au/oy , however, only a close orthographic analysis of each individual text would
provide some (lirited) insight into the phonological value of the individual instances of <u>.

T) assibilation of &/__j (10 forms)

The MSlk data for this feature are quite limited, however, they do present a fairly wide-
spread geographical and chronological distribution with forms from StréZnice 1532, Uh. Brod
1540b, Uh. Ostroh 1533, Vala. Mezifi¢f 1541 and Veseli n. Mor. 1549b.

MSIk is expected to exhibit dj > z throughout the entire territory, with isolated instances of
dj > 7 in seMSIk and sMSlk. Unforwnately there are no forms containing dj attested in the
texts from seMSIk and sMSIk, hence the distribution picture fumnished by the textual evidence
is somewhat incomplete. The attested texwal forms show exclusively dj >z as expected for
the geographical regions in which they occur.

Examples: <mezy>, <narzZyzenymi>, <nesnazy>, <przirozenas, <urozeny:

8) assibilation of d,¢t/ _é,i,e,5, ¢ {i.e, all front vowels) (89 d-forms, 361 forms)
a)d/_é,i,e,b,¢ and b}t/ _é,i,e,b,¢

As discussed in the initial summary table of expected reflexes from this phonological
process, the assibilated reflexes 3, ¢ were present for a time in MSIk, but were later
reanalyzed according to the Cz model, reverting back to non-assibilated 4, £ by the 16th
century. This is the state that is found in the texts. There are no textual examples of d > 3 or
I>c.

Examples: (< d) <viedieti> (-dé-), <przihodila> {-di-), <budethe> (-de-},
<den> (-dg-), <lidmi> (-dg-), <vdiecne> (-de-)

Examples: (<) <miestie> (-#¢- ; L sg. n.), <dopustiti> (-fi-), <przatele> (-fe-),
<svatostmi> (-rp-), <tezky[m]> {-re-)

The issue of the softness of d and ¢ in this environment will not be addressed here, the
only concern of this section being the presence or absence of assibilation. The softness of
consonants was not consistently marked in the texts of this period. It would therefore be

difficult to determine accurately the extent to which the presence or absence of softness in any

given text was due to phonological changes or simply to inadequacies of orthography.
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9} palatalization of r/__€&,i,e, 5, ¢, j (i.e, all front vowels and ) (266 forms)

The change r>r’ > F is expected for the entire MSlk region with the exception of
seMSlk, where r > r’ > r isthe expected development. In the texts, the data show a 7 reflex

consistently, even in the seMSIk texts.

Examples: <dobrze> (-ré-, adv.), cmaudrzy> (-ri- ; V pl. m. anim. adj.),
<neberzeme> (-rg-), <porzadek> (-r¢-), <stvorzeny> (-rj-)

There is only one example where a 7 reflex is expected but is not present:  <nahore>
(Valal. Menfiti 1 541).

When examining Slk texts from this peniod, it is not uncommon to find a 7 reflex in
environments where it was phonologically unjustified or had already been removed by analogy
{in Cz and/or Pol). This is more common in the other regions (as will be shown later), and is
only attested once in the MSik texts: <virzu> (A sg. f.) (RoZnov p. Radh. 1535).

Summary analysis of the attested MSlk reflex patterns

1} vocalization of strong 2 and »

The reflex e is expected everywhere in MSlk and that is what is found in the texts.
Because a uniform reflex is expected for the entire termitory and that is what is artested, this
feature would appear to reflect the natural development of 2 MSlk phonological nom. Since
the expected Cz reflex is also e, it is also possible that the textual distribution reflects the Cz
notm.

2) development of syllabic ; and { (and related CrsC and Ci3C)

a) syllabic r {(and related CrsC )

The textually artested reflexes of ¢ and CrsC exhibit the uniform distnbution expected
everywhere in MSIk. Again, since a consistent reflex pattern 1s expected for the entire temitory
and that pattern is attested in the texts, this feature would seem to indicate the natural
development of a MSlk norm. The expected Cz reflexes are identical to those expecied for
MSIk {for the forms attested in the texts). Thus the textual distribution may also indicate the
presence of the Cz norm.

b) syllabic { (and related Ciz( )

The dismbution pattern of refiexes from { and CisC is expected to be regionally varied,
however, the reflexes attested in the texts present a uniform picture for all of MSIk zlong the
model of the complementary distribution expected in Cz. This would seem to indicate the
presence of the Cz norm in the MSIk texis.
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3) fronting and raising of long and shont d,a/C'_C',C_#

a)long d

For long 4 , complementary distribution of { and 4 reflexes is expected throughout the
entire MSIk termitory. A complementary distnbution of § and g 1s attested in the texts, but not
the same one as anticipated. It is unlikely that the phonologically restricted 4 reflex that
developed naturally in MSik spread to other environments to create the the attested distribution.
This attested distribution appears to reflect the distribution attained in the Cz norm after
analogical leveling reordered the original reflexes.

b) short a

For short a , a pattern of complementary distribution of @ and e reflexes is expected
throughout the MSIk territory (with slight variation in wMSIlk). What is attested, however, is a
consistent e reflex everywhere. This could indicate that the ¢ reflex spread to all positions in

the entire territory, However, since a single e reflex is the expected development for Cz, it
could also indicate the presence of the Cz nom.

4) fronting of long and short &, u/C___

This development is expected to produce a consistent 4 reflex throughout the MSlk
territory (with an [ reflex appeanng only in two desinences and occasional isolated forms).
The textual data present a consistent reflex throughout, but it is an | reflex as expected for Cz.
This would seern to indicate the presence of the Cz norm.

5) diphthongization of long 4 and %

a)long &

Long & is expected to produce i consistently throughout MSIk except in seMSIk where
several reflexes are expected. The attested examples present uo and u reflexes throughout the
entire terntory. There is no apparent geographical, chronological or grammatical pattem.
Unfortunately, orthographic considerations call into question the validity of the analysis of this
particular feature in the MSlk corpus, and the results are therefore of limited diagnostic value.

b) long ¢

Long ¢ is expected to produce a nearly consistent { reflex everywhere except seMSIk,
where vanation is expected between je, €, je . The textual data show consistent i reflexes
everywhete including seMSIk. This could indicate that the more prevalent i reflex spread to
become the standard for the entire territory. However, the expected Cz reflex is also f.
Therefore it is also possible that the textual distribution reflects the presence of the Cz nomm.
6) diphthongization of long &/ C"_

Regional variation between & and ou reflexes is expected in MSlk. The texts exhibit this
regional distribution to a limited degree, but for the most part the distribution of the two reflexes
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appears 10 be random. An argument can be made for semi-consistent grammatical patterning,
but the data do not consistently suppon this. Unfortunately, orthographic ambiguity casts
doubt on the validity of the analysis of this particular feature in the MSIK corpus, and the resulis
are therefore of limited diagnostic value.

7) assibilationof d/__ ;

The expected regional distribution of 7 and z reflexes appears to be reflected in the textual
data, although the lack of examples from the regions where the 3 reflex is expected renders the
data inconclusive in this regard. The consistent 2z reflex presented in the texts could represent
the natural development of a MSIk norm. However, it could also represent the presence of the
Cz norm where a uniform z reflex is expected.

8) assibilatonof d,¢/__¢.,i,e, 5, ¢ (i.e., all front vowels)

ayd/__é.i,e.b,¢

A non-assibilated o reflex is expected throughout MSIk, and that is what is attested in the
texts. Since a uniform reflex is expected for the entire temnitory and that reflex is attested in the
texts, this feature seems to show the natural development of a MSlk norm. The expected Cz
reflexes are identical to those in MSIk. Thus the textual distribution may also indicate the
presence of the Cz norm.

bye/_é.i.e. b, ¢

A non-assibilated r reflex is expected and also attested throughout the MSlk termitory.
Again, since a uniformn reflex is expected for the entire temmitory and that reflex is attested in the
texts, this feature appears to show the natural development of a MSlk norm. The expected Cz
reflexes are again identical to those in MSik. Thus the textual distribuion may also indicate the
presence of the Cz norm.

9) palatalizationof r/__é.i.2,5,¢,j (ie., all front vowels and )

Regional variation between F and r reflexes is expected, but the attested textual reflexes
show a uniform ¢ throughout the MSIk territory. This could indicate that the more prevalent
F reflex spread to become the standard for the entire termitory. However, it is also pessible that
the exmal distribution reflects the presence of the Cz norm, since the expected Cz reflex is
aiso F.

The nine short analysis sections above have been summarized in tabular form betow.
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As can be seen in the table, there is definite evidence for a developing interdialectal
phonological norm in the texts from the MSIk temritory. However, there is also limited evidence
against it.

For the 11 phonological features that extubit a consistent pattemn of reflexes throughout the
territory, the question is to what that consistency should be ascribed, The reflex patterns of
5, ,.d ., could have been produced by the natural MSlk development, or the patiems for
each of these four features could have come from Cz. The reflexes of g, ¢, r’ show uniform
distributions that could have ansen by intemal leveling within MStk. Again, however, these
distnbutions could be the result of the external influence of Cz. The reflexes of df seem to fall
into the same category, but cannot be placed there with complete sutety because of insufficient
geographical scope of evidence. The reflexes of df do, however, show a uniform distribution.
Finally, the reflexes of [, &, C'/u appear to show complete dominance of the Cz norm over
the regional MSlk variations.

There is also evidence against a developing interdialectal phonological norm in the MSlk
texts. This evidence is seen in the reflexes of 6, C' . The reflexes of &, C ¢ do not show
any clearly discernible pattemns, however C'it may show redistribution on a grammatical basis.
It should be remembered, however, that the reflexes of both 6 and C*i provide questionable
data in the MSIk corpus due to orthographic inconsistencies in their representation.

Thus, of the 11 features that show consistent interdialectal reflex patterns, all 11 can be
explained by reference to the Cz model, and anywhere from 4 to 8 can be explained by
reference to the MSIk model (depending on the degree of certainty). There are only 2
phonological features that do not exhibit clear, uniform reflex partemns for the entire MSlk

territory, and their diagnostic value is limited due primanly 1o orthographic considerations.
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CHAPTER V: INVESTIGATION OF THE WEST SLOVAK CORPUS

Analysis of the textual data

1) vocalization of strong 3 and 5 (316 forms ( & and 5 together))

As in the MSIk chapter and for the reasons presented there, this WSlk analysis examines
the vocatization of jers in roots, prefixes and suffixes, but not in nominal desinences.

The WSIK textual data for this development show the expected > ¢ and 5> ‘e (> ¢)

reflexes, with only nine exceptions.

Examples: (< 3) <czZtwnek>, <predewssymiz, <ve>
{<5) <den>, <otecr>, <sluzebnikom:>

Of the nine exceptions, five are instances of the form ki < k% which, as stated in the MSIk
chapier, has no bearing on this investigation since it occurred throughout the entire area and
exists to this day in the standard Sik, Cz and Pol hiterary languages. It is interesting to note,
however, that unlike the MSIk corpus, the WSIk texts do show examples of the expected

kB > ke as well. The only other exceptions to the expected development are four forms of a
single lexeme with two different suffixes, one illustratmg & > o, the other 5> 0.

Examples: (< B) <statok> (< *siarnds) (Dobrd Voda 1538a and Tmava 1577a)
(< b) <stawczoky> (< *starsésiy) (Chielnica 1531 (2x})

The expected ® > e form, <statek>, is found elsewhere in the texts and even occurs in the
same text groups as <statok> (Dobrd Voda 1538a; Tmava 1577b, €). Moreover, Hlohovec
1550 contains the form <statczeku> with the expected 5> ‘e > ¢ development in this suffix.

2) development of syllabic y and [ (and related CreC and ChC)
(127 r-forms, 57 {-forms)

a) syllabic r (and related CrsC)

In most of WSk the phonological development of both r and CrsC is expected to
produce a single ¢ reflex everywhere except in the sequence - > der- . The w-sWSIlk region
differs slightly, where the sequence CrsC is expected to develop according to normal jer
development for the region, ie., r$ > re;ri > r@ > . However, since there are no examples
in the texts of the sequence with the strong jer (CrpC), the data should show exclusively the

r / fer complementary distribution. The textual examples reflect this expected development
with only three exceptions.



DOOR1622

106

Examples: (<r) <clerveny> (< *&r'v-), <cztwrty>, <krczmy>, <potvrdyla>,
<prve>, <itrch>, <zwrchupsany>
{< r) <oppatrnemu>, <oppaumnostmi>, <wopatmy> {The only
instances of CrsC available in the W51k texts are forms
from *opatrgn- .)
except: <sstuertek> (Senica 1539); <oppaternim> (Cachtice 1544);
<1eprova> (Pov. Bystrica 1547)

It should be noted that one of the two alternate reflexes represented here (-ro-} is also found
in the cxceptions in the M5k texts.

b) syllabic [ (and related ChsC)

There are unfortunately no examples of the sequence CI/3C in the texts from the WSIk
territory. In considering only the expected reflexes of [, it is possible to divide the WSlk
territory into two regions: 1) w-sWSlkk and nWStk should exhibit the distribution
{ > |/ labials
{ > | in all environments. The entire set of textual data appear to suppor the complementary

: | > lu (> u) elsewhere ; 2) the remainder of sWSIk is expected to show

distribution expected for the w-sWSlk and nWSIk regions, the exceptions being forms from the
root *mjv- . Despite the preceding labial in this root, the | shows consistent development to
lu inthe texwal examples. This is not surprising, however, since this root is not productive in
Slk and all forms containing it are presumed to have been borowed from Cz, where [> lu in

this environment is the anticipated development.

Examples: {{>]) <vplnost>, <wyplml>, <wiczy>, <zupina>

({ > lu) <dluh>, <dluheho>, <dluzien> (The only instances of > fu
available in the texts are forms from *dfg- and *dfg- )

(*mjv-) <mluviti>, <od-mlunati>, <rozmluveny>, <smluva>

3) fronting and raising of long and short §,2/C7__C,C7_#
(147 long 4-forms, 283 short a-forms)

a) long 4

For the same reasons discussed in the MSIk chapter, d from contraction in soft-stem
adjectival desinences is not considered here. Thus, as in the MSIk chapter, the most common
sources of long & in the WSIK texts are:

a) contraction in the G sg., N pl. and A pl. endings of neuter nouns in *-pje ,
c.g.. *ssdorveja (same form for all three cases)

b) contraction of *-pjg- in certain noun and verb stems, €.g., *prajateljb , *prjari
¢) long ¢ incertain stems, e.g., *pénedzn , *vetje

d) long ¢ in PrAP forms of i-stem verbs (and deverbal adj’s. based on PrAP forms),
e.g., *proseci (N sg. f. PrAP), *prosece (N pl. m. PrAP)
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The expected reflex of long 4 is long & (ja ip n-nWSIK) in all regions of WSIk, except
w-sWSlk where a panern of complementary distribution of the reflexes & and { is anticipated
(b, Cé>d>d;but ViV ,CéC >d>£é>1)

The attested neuter noun forms with -d < *-pja exhibit without exception a raised i reflex,
even though this is only expected for the w-sWSlk region.

Examples: <Pozdraveny> (G sg.), <sstiesty> (G sg.), <sviedomi> (N pl.),
<wyplnieni> (G sg.)

The textual examples with word-intemal *-sja- again consist entirely of various forms
from the root *prija- .

As discussed in the MSlk chapter, the various declensional and derivative forms from the
stem *prrjatel- are originally expected to exhibit the following distribution of reflexes in Cz:
1) { in the sg. as well as N/V pl. of *prajateljs and in all derived forms such as
*projateljbstvol-bstvije and *prejateljbsk®ip, 2) 4 in the remaining pl. forms of *prajatelis
The expecied distribution in w-sWSIk is essentially the same as in Cz, but the rest of the WSlk
territory should show only an 4 (ja) reflex in all forms.

What is attested in the texts does pot clearly reflect either of these possible distributions.
Two thirds (38) of the 58 attested forms show an a reflex regardiess of environment (as

would be expected for most of WSlk).
Examples: <przatele> (V pL.), <przatelom> (D pl.), <przatelska>

However, another one quarter (15) of the examples exhibit an { reflex, again regardiess of
environment.

Examples: <przytele> (V pl.), <przitelom> (D pl.), <prytely> (G pl.)

The remainder (5) of the examples show still other reflexes.
Examples: <przieteli> (V sg.), <przejitele> (V pl.), <pryijitele> (G sg.)

Inone text @ and i reflexes exist side by side: <przatele> — <przytele> (both V pl.)
(Tmava 1541), however, most of the individual texts show consistency in the use of a single
reflex for all forms of *prajarel- . Individual towns also appear to show consistency in the use
of a single reflex through time, but those towns exhibiting the less attested { reflex do not form
any type of geographical/regional pattern within the entire territory. There does not appear to be
any chronological pattern to the distribution, although the smaller number of texts after 1550
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makes this difficult to ascertain accurately.
The textual examples of the adj. *prejaznivess and the noun *priejazne show only

various stages of fronting and raising with no examples of an g reflex.
Examples: <przieznivy>, <przyzniveho>, <przyznivy>; <Przizen>, <Pryzen>

It is interesting that the two instances of the je reflex in the adj. are found in llava where
the one instance of <przieteli> (discussed above) is also found. This reflex appears to
illustrate the intermediate stage of the development 4 > é > [, which is not surprising since the
spelling <ie> in this position was in use until the mid 16th century in Cz orthography.,

Finally, the atiested instances of the pl. l-pant. *prajali (<— *prejati) exhibit chiefly forms
with an a reflex, with only one exception in 12 examples.

Examples: <pryali>, <przali>
except: <przily> (Hlohovec 1545b)

The attested reflexes deriving from long € in stems exhibit the fronting and raising

¢é>d>é> 1. The only three slight deviations again appear to illustrate the intermediate stage
with é.

Examples: <knyze>, <Neywjce>, <peniz>> (A sg.), <penize> (A pl.),
<WZiti>, <Zryzeny>

except: <penheze> (A pl.), <penneze> (N pl.} (both: Senica 1530);
<viecze> (Smolenice 1537)

Likewise, the examples of i-stem PrAP forms (and deverbal adj’s. derived from them) with

long € all contain the fronted and raised reflex.
Exampies: <chodycz>, <chticz>», <lezyczy:», <navraticz>, <prawycze>, <prosyce>

There is an additional related source of long ¢ in the texts in the 3rd pl. n-p. of i-stem
verbs. The one textual example of this also exhibits a fronted and raised | reflex: <p[ro]sy>
{Vrbové 1550a).

b) short a

With the exception of some instances of ¢ > a > ¢ in w-sW5SIk, the expected reflex for
short a everywhere in WSlk is short ¢ . Although there are many examples of an @ reflex in

the texts, the majority of the attested forms show an ¢ reflex.
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Examples: (>¢) <dewet>, <dnie> (G sg. m.), <kmer>, <obyczey>,
<otcze> (G sg. m.), <peczet>, «<se> (refl. pron.),
<slysseti>, <trycer>

While the @ reflexes found in the texts can be interpreted as the normal WSIk development,
they can, for the most part, also be explained according to Cz development where analogical
leveling realigned the expected reflexes —i.e., @ reflexes were reintroduced into fomms in
C'__C’ (that had undergone a > €) by analogy to similar forms in C'_C" (that did not
develop a > e).

Examples: <prisazni> {cf. pFisaha); <svatern> (cf. svaty); <vyslissali>,
<vyslyssavsse> (cf, vysiyfal, vyslyfav). <wzaly>, <vzavsse>
(cf. vzal, vzav), <sstiastrue> (cf, Sr'asmny)
(the form in parenthesis indicates an OCz form with a > @ in the hard
C'_C" environment that could have served as a possible basis for
analogical ¢ = a inthe sofi C'_C' form attested in the texts)

There are textual examples with the a reflex that cannot easily be explained in this manner,

but such examples are few (8) and are randomly distnibuted throughout the temtory.
Examples: <dwaczab>, <obyczay>, <ocza> (G sg. m.), <sa> (refl. pron.)

As in the MSIk texts, in the WSik texts there are also examples of an ¢ reflex where it is
not supported by the phonological environment in Slk or Cz (i.e., in forms with C°__C*).
Cz paradigms that contained altemating hard C'___C* ~ soft C'__(C" environments, and thus
alternating @ ~ e as a result of the a > e process, often underwent analogical leveling in favor
of the a, as was suggested above. The forms with the unwarranted e reflex are most likely
also due to such Cz analogical leveling, this time based on related forms supporting the ¢
reflex {i.e., forms with C'__C" ).

Examples: <bezel> (cf. b&3élD), <pr(i)drzen> (cf. driéti), <slissel> (cf. sly$éli)
(the form in parenthesis indicates an OCz form with @ > ¢ in the soft
C'_C' environment that could have served as a possible basis for
analogical ¢ —> ¢ inthe hard C'__C" form attested in the texts)

In general, the panterns of development and analogy seen in the texts are reriniscent of the
Cz pattems. Only the 8 a forms not explainable by analogy and 6 of the a forms that might
be explained by analogy fall outside the developments expected and attested in Cz.



BOOR1522

110

4) fronting of long and short &, u/C’__ (262 forms (& and u togethen))

The WSk data are expected to show a untiform « reflex throughout the temmitory, with the
exception of & > { inthe A and I sg. {. soft-stem adj. desinences in w-sWSlk. The textual
examples, however, exhibit almost complete uniformity of an 1 reflex. There are only 10
exceptions showing an u reflex scattered randomly throughout the entire area. The exceptions
do not appear to present any particular geographical, chrenological, grammatical, or
phonological pattern.

Examples: (>i) <chczy> (1stsg. n-p.), <dussy> (I sg. f.), <ji>> (A sg. f. pron.)
<jiz>», <kniezy> (D sg. m.), <lepssy> (A sg. f. ad).}),
<lydi>, <maji> (3rd pl. n-p.), <nassi> {I sg. f. adj.),
<ffogtstwi> (D sg. n.), <rychtarzy> (V sg. m.), <slibil>,
<vuoly> (A sg. f.), <ziadajicze> (PrAP)

(> u) <dnu> (D sg. m.)}, <gu> (A sg. f. pron.), <kozuch>,
<za-slubil>, <prikazu> (1st sg. n-p.)

5) diphthongization of long ¢ and ’é (84 4-forms, 169 ¢-forms)

a) long &

As discussed in the MSIk section on long &, nominal desinences are not considered in the
analysis of this phonological development.

The expected distribution of the reflexes of long ¢ in WSIk is regionally varied. In
w-sWSIk the diphthong ¢ was monophthongized and raised to & . while in the remainder of
sWSik the monophthong ¢ remains. In nWSIk the diphthong #é was either changed to a CV
sequence vé (sometimes ud ) (s-nWSlk), or shortened o yo (n-nWSIk). What is seen in the
texts is a mixture of these possibilities, but not according to the expected regional distribution
outlined above.

Textually attested WSIk reflexes of long ¢

o-forms  ye-forms -{ total forms
w-sWSik 0 9 (75%) 3(25%) 12
other sWS5lk 6(20.5%) 19{(65.5%) 4(14%) 29
nWSlk 8(18.5%) 24(56%) 11 (25.5%) 43
al WSk 14 (17%)  52(62%) 18 (21%) 84

As can be seen in the table, there is a predominance of uo-forms in the texts from each of
the three WSIk regions (but with considerable exceptions in each region). Interestingly, in

nWSik where such ue-forms might be anticipated, the percentage of such forms is lower than
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in cach of the other two regions. As a whole, the WSk corpus shows a dominant uo reflex,
but the total number of forms exhibiting the ¢ and w reflexes is too large to be ignored. There
18 no clear geographical, chronological, grammatical or phonological parterning of the reflexes
in any of the regions or in the territory as a whole.

Examples: (>o0) <dom>, <ko[n]>, <mozess>, <roznycz>, <svoj>, <vobecz>,
<wole>

(> uc) <Buoh>, <buotky>, <duom>, <tmuoy>, <muoze>, <pepuojdu>,
<puol>, <pozucstal>, <ruomicze>, <spuosobem:>, <stucl>, <vuole>

(> u) <Buh>, <dim>, <mug>, <nemuiem>, <pozustal>,
<spusobem>, <swuy>

It is necessary to take into account here that the final stage of development in w-sWSlk may
still have been in progress during part of the 16th century. According 10 Pauliny; “the
naowing &> i could have occurred in this region possibly in the 15-16th century™ (1963,
247). This may help to explain the predominance of go-forms to u-forms in the w-sWS1k
region, but it does little to clear up the mixed reflex picture in the other regions.

As stated 1n the section in Chapter {1 on orthography, Cz orthographic practices of the 16th
century present difficulties for the phonological interpretation of the graphemes used to
represent the reflexes of long 6. Although the development & > ué > if was completed in Cz
by the end of the 15th century, the spellings <o> and <uo> were in use alongside <u> in
Cz orthography unttl well info the 16th century. Thus, <o> could represent both 4 and 4,
and <uo> could represent both @d and #, in addition to <u> =4 in texts from this period.
The problem is especially acute in the first half of the 16th century when this orthographic
instability was greatest. It was suggested in the section in Chapter Il on orthography that
examining only post-1550 texts might reduce the effects of this orthographic inconsistency on
the phonological analysis. As can be seen in the following table, limiting the corpus to only
post-1550 texts does not significantly alter the relative distribution of the reflexes. Only w-
sWSlk experiences a larger shift from <uo> dominance to a fairly even ratio of <uo> to
<u> , which would seem to support the possibility that the final development to « was still in
progress during the 16th century in this region.

Textually attested WSIk reflexes of long ¢ - 1550-90 texts only

w-sWSlk 0 2 (40%) 3 (60%) 5
other sWSIk 0 6 (86%) 1 {(14%) T
nWSik 6{21%) 13 (45%) 19 (34%) 29

all WSIk 6 {15%) 21 (51%) 14 (34%) 41
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After imposing this temporal restriction to reduce the effects of orthographic ambiguity on
the phonological analysis, essentially the same result is obtained as before. There is no clear
geographical, chronological, grammatical or phonological patterning of the reflexes of long &
in any of the regions or in the territory as a whole.

b) long ’é

As in the MSI1k chapter and for the reasons presented there, in this section ¢ from
contraction in adjectival desinences is not considered. This includes ¢ from contraction in
both the hard-stem and soft-stem adjectival declension classes.

The most prevalent sources of ¢ inthe WSk texts are:

a) contraction in the N/A sg., D pl. endings of neuter nouns in *-gje , *-sstvije ,
e.g., *ssdorvaje (N/A sg.), *ssdorvsjems (D pl.)

b) long ¢ in nominal and infinitival stems, e.g., *délo , *jsméti , *mésto , *véra

¢) long g inthe n-p. stems of several verbs, e.g., ¥vémp (<— *véddéti), *uméim) (<— *uméti)

The expected reflex pattemn of long ¢ can be divided into three regions. All of sWSIk,
except ne-sWSIk, shows the monophthongization and raising of the diphthong ( jé > [ ).
ne-sWSlk along with s-nWSlk reduces the diphthong to a CV sequence ( jé > ¥,
sometimes §¢ ). Finally n-nWSlk preserves but shortens the diphthong ( jé > je ).

The reflexes found in the contracted neuter noun fonns in the texts correspond completely
1o the ¢ > jé > { development (even though this is only expected in the sWSlk region).

Examples: <ffogtowstw)> (A sg.}, <psani> (N sg.}, <swedomy> (N sg.)

The picture is a little less clear for the examples of long & in nominal and verbal (inf. and
n-p.) stems. Of the 88 forms containing #, 14 show an ¢ reflex and 74 show an i reflex.
Significantly, 13 of the 14 £ reflexes occur in the ne-sWSlk and nWSIk texts where
6> jé > jé , i, ie is the anticipated development. However there are also 50 i (< &) forms in
the ne-sWSlk and nWSIk regions, so there is no indication of regional patterning of the ¢
reflex here. On the other hand, in the rest of the sWSIk region, where the development
é>jé>1 isexpected, the ratio is 1 e reflex to 24 i reflexes. Thus the expected regional
reflex, { , appears to have been retained here. In general both reflexes occur in essentially all
attested environments.

Examples: (>¢) <byerati>, <dewka>, <mieti>, <neumyeme>, <newie>,
<pribehel>, <vieruw>, <viete>
(>i) <bileho>, <divka>, <djtky>, <dyl>, <jmyti>, <mistu>,
<nevim>, <viry>, <vybirali>, <Wskrisseny>
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Pauliny notes that “the narrowing €>{ .. . could have occurred in this region possibly in
the 15-16th century™ (1963, 247). Thus the final development to f might still have been in
progress during part of the 16th century. This possiblity does not effect the analysis of the data
here, however, since the attested examples from w-, ¢-, e-sWSIk, where é> j# > { 15 expecied,
show with only one exception the final { reflex.

As discussed in the section in Chapter I1 on orthography, conservative Cz onthographic
practices continued the use of the grapheme <ie> during the first half of the 16th century
{alongside «i> ) despite the completion of the phonological change '¢ > ¢ > { in Cz before the
end of the 15th century. Thus it would be possible to interpret <ie> as either an archaic
representation of { or as an accurate representation of je in the early texts of the WSk corpus
under investigation here. This possible ambiguity of the grapheme <ie> does not play a
crucial role in this portion of the study. Only 14 of the 169 attested ¢ forms show the <ie>
grapheme, of which only 6 occur before 1550 (when interpretation of <ie> might be
problematic). The remainder of the texmal forms exhibit the unambiguous symbols

<>, <y>, <> .

6) diphthongization of long & /C"__ (405 forms)

The WSIk data are expected to show a consistent non-diphthongized u reflex throughout
the entire territory, and the majority of the textual forms are in agreement with this.

Examples: <budu>, <czestu> (I sg. f.), <dobru> (I sg. f. ad}.}, <jducze> (PrAP),
<kupyl>, <mnu> (1 sg. pron.}, <mudrzy>, <odpoc2ynuti>,
<plnu> (A sg. f. adj.), <prystupyl>, <sluiyl>, <su>, <sused>

There is, however, a significant number of forms that show a diphthongized reflex ai/ou .

Although the 44 exceptions show no apparent gramratical or phonological distribution pattern,
all but two of them occur in three specific lexical formst.

Examples: (ad). stem *modr-) <Maudrym>, <maudrzy>
{(noun stem *spséd- } <spolusausedy>, <sausedske>, <sausedom:>
(3cd pl. pres. *sotp )} <jsaus-, <sau>

It must be pointed out, however, that non-diphthongized versions of these same forms at

times occur alongside these diphthongized exceptions in the same text. Moreover, the examples

L The speiling of these three lexical items may represent what Pordk refers to as “graphical Czechisms™; "1
beticve that a detailed analysis of some texis could achieve some further, finer perceptions. Thus, in the letters
of Stefan z Dechtic to the city council of Trnava from 1538 (B. Varsik, p. 198 and following) Jaufed.
faufedfke is consistently written, although elsewhere -u- permeates, e.g., dwu ziatych, pod pryfaho, otherwise
-au- appears superfluously by scribal reverse analogy — porauczil. It is possible that -au- is more consistently
refained in some words and acts as a type of graphical Czechism™ {1982, 180).



DODAE1522

114

of *modr-, *sgséd- ,and *sore with the u reflex far outhumber the examples with the
aw/ou reflex when considering the entire corpus from the WSIk temitory. There is perhaps a
tendency toward a geographical distribution pattern here since 14 of the gu/oun forms appear in
w-sWSlk texts and 22 of them are in the ne-sWSIk region. However, these forms do not
constitute a majority in either of the regions, and only in Dobré Voda are they in the majonty in
texts from a single town.

Again it is necessary to consider 16th century Cz orthographic practices when analyzing the
textual reflexes of long & in the WSk corpus. As mentioned in the section in Chapter Il on
orthography, the change 4 > au > oy was completed in Cz by the end of the 15th century, but
the grapheme <au> did not prevail over <u> in the representation of aw/og untl the middle
of the 16th century. Thus the grapheme <u> could denote both & and ay/oy in texts from
the first half of the century. This issue is not crucial in the analysis of the WSk texts, however,
since they exhibit almost exclusively the <u> grapheme, whether considering texts before
1550 (90% u-forms), texts from £550 onward (88% wu-forms), or the entire corpus (89%
u-forms). The formsin <u> that occur from 1550 onward can generally be interpreted as
representing & ; and since the use of <u> was on the decline in Czech texis already toward the
middle of the 16th century, it is unlikely that such a high consistency in the use of <u> inthe
WSk texts of the 1530s and 1540s would be due simply to retention of a fading archatc
orthographic practice.

7) assibilation of &/ j (76 forms)
The reflex 7 is expected everywhere in the WSlk terntory, with the exception of regional
instances of df > 3>z in w-sWSlk. What is found in the texts is exactly the opposite picture

showing consistent use of a z reflex everywhere, with only one exception exhibiting dj > 3.

Examples: <czyze[mJu>, <mezy>, <ncznazy>, <przysuzujeme:>, <uchaza>,
<urgzeny>, <utvrzeni>

except: <meczy> (=[me3zi]) (Hlohovec 1550}

8) assibilation of d,t/ _é,7, e, B, ¢ {ie, all front vowels) (358 d-forms, 72} r-forms)
ayd/ é,i,e,b,¢
The development of the sequence d+front vowel is expecled to produce the assibilated 3
reflex essentially everywhere in nWSIk, the non-assibilated d reflex in e-sW3lk, and differing
pattems of complementary distribution of 7 and 4 in w-sWSlIk, c-sWSIk and ne-sWSIk (refer
to the d’ . ¢ reflex table for exact distribution). The textual data exhibit, with only one
exception, a non-assibilated 4 in all regions of the WSIk territory.
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Examples: <dewka> (-dé-), <potvrdili> (-4i-), <bude> (-de-), <den> (-dp-),
<idmix> (-dp-), <diekuje[mje> (-de-)
except: <potwrzyl> (Rajec 1553)

bt/ é€,i,e,b,¢

The sequence r+front vowel is expected to produce reflex pattems identical to the patterns
for d+front vowel : assibilated ¢ essentially everywhere in nWSIk, non-assibilated ¢ in
e-sWSlIk, and differing complementary distributions of ¢ and ¢ in w-sW3Ik, c-sWSIk and
ne-sWSik (refer tothe d' , r reflex table for exact distribution). The data from the texts show
almost exclusively a non-assibilated ¢ in all regions of the WSk temitory.

Examples: <chteli> (-té-), <plaun> (-fi-), <przitele> (-te-), <otecz> {-14-),
<detmiz> (-rp-), <nieobtieZovali> (-tg-)

There are 15 exceptions that do exhibit the ¢ reflex. Several of the exceptions appear to be
random: <chczely> (Pov. Bystrica 1547), <chczel> (2x) (Rajec 1553). However, the

rematnder of the exceptional forms occur in specific groupings. Chtelnica 1531 exhibits
consistent > ¢/__#&, | as expected for the region.

Examples: <chczeli>, <dosczi> (2x), <kratkosczi>, <milosczi>

The group Tmava 1565, 1577, 1580 contains the remainder of the exceptions, although

assibilation is not completely consistent in these texts.

Examples: <dieczy> (Tmava 1565b)
<zaplacil>, <scel>, <uraciia>, <uiplacit> (Trnava 15770, d)
<chczel> (2x) (Tmava 1580a, b)

As stated in the MSlk chapter, the issue of the sofmess of d and 7 in this environment will
not be addressed here, the only concemn of this section being the presence or absence of
assibilation. The softness of consonants was not consistently marked in the texts of this period.
It would therefore be difficult to determine accurately the extent to which the presence or
absence of sofiness in any given text was due to phonological changes or simply to
inadequacies of orthography.

9) palatalizationof r/_¢é,4,e,5, ¢,j (i.e., all front vowels and j) (581 forms)
The expected development for all of WSk is r > r’ > r, however, the picture presented by
the textual data is mixed, showing both hard r and soft F reflexes.
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Examples: (> r) <dobre> (-ré- ; adv.), <prisahu> (-ri-), <matere> (-re- ; G sg. £),
<vnuter> (-rp-), <poriadkami> (-re-), <hospodar> (-rf-)
(>7)  <nahorze> (-ré-), <vierzyti> (-ri-), <rzekli> (-re-),
<rzka> (-rg-), <urzadu> (-re-), <masarz> (-rj-}

Out of 52 texts, 17 contain exclusively or almost exclusively an r reflex (r-only texts), 26
contain exclusively or almost exclusively a 7 reflex (F-only texts), and 9 contain a mixture of
both reflexes (mixed texts). There is a shight tendency toward a geographicai distribution of the
reflexes. All of the texts (8) from the w-sWSlk area are F-only texts. This is the area that is the
closest geographically to the MSlk and Cz territories where the F reflex is expected.
Otherwise, the r-only texts, the F-only texts, and the mixed texts appear to be randomly located
throughout the rest of the WSIk territory. There is a tendency toward a chronological
distribution in the regions outside of w-sW§Slk, There 1s only one r-only text in the period
1530 — 1550, and there are no F-only texts afier 1550. In those towns that have texts of two or
three types (r-only, F-only, mixed), the chronological progression is with only one exception
(Cachtice): #-only texts ~> mixed texts —> r-only texts. Within the individual mixed texts, the
two reflexes generally appear to be randomtiy distributed.

It was already noted in the MS1k chapter that when examining Sk texts from this period, it
is not uncommon to find a 7 reflex in environments where it was phonologically unjustified or
had already been removed by analogy (in Cz and/or Pol). There are 46 such forms in the WSIk

corpus.

Examples: <brzatrom>, <dobrze> (A sg. n. adj.), <dobrzeho> (G sg. n. adj.),
<Mudrzy[m]> (D pl. m. adj.), <Rzichtarz>, <rzaczili>, <uterzy>

It is interesting to note that such forms occur in only two of the three text types, F-only texts
{25 forms) and mixed texts (21 forms).

Summary analysis of the attested WSIk reflex patterns

1} vocatization of strong & and 5

The reflex ¢ is expected everywhere in W51k and that is what is found in the texts. Since a
uniform reflex is expected for the entire temitory and that is what is attested, this feature seems
to reflect the natral development of a WSk phonological norm. The expected Cz reflex is also
¢ , therefore it is also possible that the textual distribution reflects the presence of the Cz norm.
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2) development of syilabic ¢ and / (and related CrsC and CI2C)

a) syllabic r (and related CraC )

The textually anested reflexes of r and Cra( (strong r3 is not attested) exhibit the
complementary distribution expected everywhere in WSlk. Since a consistent refiex pattemn is
expected for the entire temritory (for r and Cr3C) and that pattemn is reflected in the texts, this
feature seems to show the natural development of a WSlk norm. The forms found in the texts
also agree with the expected Cz pattern (since forms that could potentially show differences
between the W5ik and Cz patterns are not attested). Thus the attested distribution couid also
indicate the presence of the Cz norm,.

b) syllabic | (and related CIsC )

The distribution pattern of reflexes of syllabic | (CI3C is not attested) is expected to be
regionally varied, however, the reflexes attested in the texts present a uniform picture for al] of
WSk, similar to the complementary distribution expected for w-sWSlk and nWS1k. This could
indicate that the reflexes from those regions spread to the rest of the territory. However, the
attested forms are also in complete agreement with the expected Cz reflex pattern. This could
indicate the presence of the Cz norm in the WSlk texts.

3) fronting and raising of long and short 4 ,a/C"_C',C"_#

a}long &

Forlong d,along 4/ ja reflex is expected everywhere in WSIk, with the exception of
w-sWSIk where complementary distribution of { and 4 reflexes is expected. Excluding the
forms of *pryjatel- | a fixed distribution of i and a reflexes is attested in the texts, but not the
same one as anticipated for w-sWSlk. The attested distribution follows the distribution attained
in the Cz norm after analogical leveling reordercd the original reflexes. The forms of
*prejatel- (considered both alone and with the other forms) present no apparent geographical,
chronological, grammatical or phonological pattem of distribution. However, since a single
stemn is involved here, this inconsistency is regarded as a peculianity of the individual lexical
items denved from this particular stem and is therefore not considered significant for the results
of this investigation.

b) short @

For short a . the expected reflex is short a , with the exception of isclated instances of
¢>a>e inw-sWSIk. What is attested, however, is a distnbution of a and e reflexes
throughout the temritory. Analogical leveling, common in Cz paradigms that contained a ~ ¢
alternations as a result of this process, can account to a great degree for the distribution attested
in the texts (although there are some attested forms that cannot be explained in this way). The

general patterns of development and analogical leveling in the texts would seem to indicate the
presence of the Cz norm.
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4) fronting of long and shont &, u/C__

This development is expected to produce a consistent u reflex throughout the WSlk
territory, with the exception of & > { in the A and I sg. f. soft-stem adj. desinences in
w-sWSlk. The textual data do present a nearly consistent reflex throughout, but it is an §
reflex. This would seem to indicate the presence of the Cz norm (where a consistent { reflex
is expected), since it is unlikely that the geographically and grammatically restricted i reflex
expected in w-sWS8tk would spread to all other forms and regions in the WSIK territory.

5) diphthongization of long ¢ and ¢

aylong &

Long & is expected to produce regionally varied reflexes &, vé (4d) , yo in WSIk, The
various regional reflexes are attested, but not according to the anticipated regional distribution.
There is little evidence for patterming of any type in the distribution of the reflexes.

b) long ¢

Long '¢ is expected to exhibit regionally varied refiexes £, # . jé | je . however, the textual
data show a nearly consistent { reflex everywhere in WSlk regardless of region. This could
indicate that the i reflex spread from the regions where it developed naturally to become the
standard for the entire territory. However, the expected Cz reflex is also . Therefore it is also
possible that the textual distribution reflects the presence of the Cz norm.

6) diphthongization of long #/C"__

The reflex & is expected everywhere in WS1k and that is essentially what is found in the
texts. The exceptions to the u reflex appear to present a certain geographical distnbution, but
they do not appear to represent a differing standard in the areas where they are grouped. The
general pattemn would seem to indicate the natural development of a W51k norm,

7) assibilation of d/__j

This development is expected to produce a consistent 3 reflex throughout the WSlk
territory, with the exception of regional instances of df > 3>z in w-sWSlk. What the textual
data present is a nearly consistent z reflex throughout. It is unlikely that this would represent
an expansion of the instances of z from w-sWSIk 1o the rest of the territory. It would seem
instead to indicate the presence of the Cz norm, where consistent df > z is expected.

8) assibilationof 4 ,¢/__é,i,¢e, 5, ¢ (i.e. all front vowels)

ad/_é.i.e. b, ¢

The development of the sequence d+fromt vowel 1s expected to exhibit regional vanation in
both the type of the reflex (d, 3) and the scope of the process. The textual data, however, show
a nearly consistent non-assibilated & reflex throughout the WSik territory. This could indicate
that the d reflex spread from the WSlk regions and forms where it occurred naturally to those
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regions and forms that originally had the 3 reflex. However, the expected Cz reflex is
non-assibilated & in all positions. Therefore it is also possible that the textual distribution
reflects the presence of the Cz norm.

bYt!_ _é.i.e.b,¢

The development of the sequence r+fronr vowel is expected to show the same regicnal
variation in type of reflex (¢, ¢) and scope of process as the development of d+front vowe! .
However, the texts again exhibit a nearly consistent non-assibilated ¢ reflex. While this could
indicate the spread of the  reflex that occurred naturally in some WSk regions and forms, it is
also possible that the texts reflect the presence of the Cz norm, since the expected Cz reflex is
non-assibilated ¢ everywhere.

9) palatalizationof r/__&,i,e,5,¢,J {ic., all front vowels and )

A uniform r reflex is expected for all of WSIk, but the attested textual forms show a
distribution of r and F reflexes throughout the WSlk territory. There is a geographical
concentration of the F reflex in w-sWSIk, but the general distmbution for all of WSIk presents
no apparent geographical, grammatical or phonological patterning. There is a possible
chronological pattern to the distribution, with the earlier texts exhibiting a clear majority of #
forms and later texts appearing to show a progressive shift toward more r forms.

The nine short analysis sections above have again been summarized in tabular form below.
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As can be seen in the table, there is evidence for a developing interdialectal phonological
norm in the texts from the W51k temitory, however there is also evidence against it.

For those features that exhibit a consistent pattern of reflexes throughout the territory, the
question is to what that consistency should be ascnbed. The consistency in the reflexes of
/b, r could simply be atributed to the natural WSk development. However, the patterns
exhibited by both features could also have come from Cz. The reflexesof |, ¢, d', ' show
uniform distributions that could have arisen by internal leveling within WSIk. Again, however,
these distributions could be the result of the extemnal influence of Cz. The reflexes of a,

Cliifu , dj appear to show complete dominance of the Cz norm over the regional WS1k patterns.
The reflexes of 4 also seem to display the Cz norm when forms from the stem *pryjatel- are

excluded (the excluded forms show no discermible patterming). The reflex pattern of C'i is the
only one that could be considered as the clear result of the natural development of WSlk.

As in MSlk, in WSIk there are two features that do not show consistent reflex patterns, and
therefore provide evidence agamst a developing interdialectal phonological norm. The reflexes
of ¢ do not show any clear parterns of any type. The reflexes of r' do not show any clearly
discernible pattemns, but may exhibit a trend toward consistency along the expected natural
WSik development in the later lexts.

Thus, of the 11 features that show consistent interdialectal reflex patterns (including the
reflexes from d here), 10 can be explained by reference to the Cz model, and anywhere from
3 1o 7 can be explained by reference to the WSlk model] (depending on the degree of certainty).

This leaves 2 phonological features that do not exhibit clear, uniform reflex pattemns for the
entire WSk temitory.
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CHAPTER V1: INVESTIGATION OF THE CENTRAL SLOYAK CORPUS

Analysis of the textual data

1) vocalization of strong 5 and 5 (292 forms ( 2 and & together))

Based on the reasoning presented in the MSIk chapter, the CSlk analysis of this process
considers only jers in roots, prefixes and suffixes, and not jers in nominal desinences.

Jer vocalization is expected to produce a wide range of reflexes in CSlk, including 0., ¢, 4,
d, uo , je (refertothe &, b reflex table for exact distribution). The forms antested in the texts
show only four instances of an a reflex: <lukan> (4x) (G pl. n.} (Kremnica 1569 (3x) and
Kalamenovd 1571), and only 20 random instances of an o reflex.

Examples: (< ®) <messtok>, <nadowsseczko>, <statok>, <sstwertok>, <vhol>,
<wo, <zactynok>, <zamok>

(< &) <sidobney>, <sprawodlywis
The remainder of the forms exhibitan ¢ reflex.

Examples: {<®) <czwrek>, <mesteczku>, <patek>, <podepsanych>,
<predesslich=, <statek>, <we>, <wen>

(<} <den>, <tuczek> (G pi. f.), <otecz>, <Sluzebnyk>,
<sprawedliwost>, <sluzeb> (G pl. f.)

There are also examples of &% > ki as seen in MSlk and WS1k. It is interesting to note,
however, that the instances of &% > ke are far more numerous 1n CSlk than in WSIk
{comprising roughly one fourth of the atiested examples of &3 ), even though the expected
development here would be k2> ko .

2) development of syllabic ; and [ (and related Cr3C and CI5C)
(204 r-forms, 79 /-forms)

a) syllabic r (and related CruC’)

In CSIk the phonological development of both ¢ and CreC is expected to produce a

single r reflex everywhere except in the sequence &r- > der- . The majonty of the attested
forms reflect this complementary distribution.

Examples: (<) <cZiemey> (< *{r'n-), <czerwenych> (< *{p'v-), <Stwrtes,
<drial>, <hrdio>, <kmil>, <prwe>, <potwrdili>, <smrty:»,
<srdcze>, <teprw>», <trhu>, <trpel>, <wrchu

(< rp) <drwa>, <opatmeho>, <opatmostem>, <pokrwnych>,
<wopatmy>
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There are 26 exceptions, 22 of which are concentrated in five texts from only three towns:
Partiz. Lup&a 1551 & 1559, Dol. Stubia 1566, Jeliava 1567b & 1572. Of these five texts,
only Partiz. L'up&a 1551 contains exclusively exceptional forms, the other four texts exhibit
forms containing the expected reflex alongside the exceptional forms. For each of the 26
exceptions, there are attested counter-examples where the same root exhibits the expected
development. Thus, there does not seem to be any geographical, chronological, grammatical or
phonological pattemn in the distribution of these exceptions. It should be noted that of the
alternate reflexes represented here, the sequences -ir- , -rp- are also found in the exceptions in
the MSIk texts and the sequences -ro-, -er- are found in the W5k texts. The CSIk texts have
added the -ri- reflex to this group.

Examples: <Czwicrt>, <derzety>, <podtwerdzenie>, <priw>, <sstwertok>,
<teprov>, <werchie>, <wyrchu>, <zwerchu>, <zwrichu>

b) syllabic f (and related CHsC}

The development of both | and CIsC is expected to produce a single [ reflex in nCSIk.
In sCSIk § from both the sequence CiC and original | is expected to produce a number of
reflexes varying according to dialect region and phonological environment — w-sCSIk: {;
c-sCSIk: },6,0: e-sCSIk: [, li, lui, ol , oy . The are unfortunately no clear textual examples
of CisC in this CSIk section, and the reflexes of | attested in the texts show a pattem more
like that expected for Cz. As in Cz, the reflexes here show:

{ > 1/ labials__:
Examples: <mliczet>, <uplne>, <vplneho>, <zuplnu>

{ > lu elsewhere:

Examples: <dluh>, <dluhy>, <dluZen:>, <dluznikow:», <domluwa,
<mluwil>, <prodiuhowany>, <zmluva>

The one slight deviation from this reflex pattern, differing not in the nature of the reflex, but
in the quality of the vowel, is found sporadically in the root *mfv- . There are mine instances of
this root with an ¢ vowel mather than the expected « .

Examples: <mlovy>, <mlowil>, <primlowu>, <rozmlowime:>

These exceptions do not occur in any specific geographical or chronological pattern.
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3} fronting and raising of long and short 4,2/C°__C', C’_#
(109 long d-forms, 312 short g-forms)

a) long &

For the same reasons discussed in the MSlk chapter, 4 from contraction in soft-stem
adjectival desinences is not considered here. Thus, as in the MSLk and WSIk chapters, the most
common sources of long & in the CSIK texis are:

a) contraction in the G sg., N pl. and A pl. endings of neuter nouns in *-pje ,
e.g., *ssdorvija {same form for all three cases)

b) contraction of *-zf2- in certain noun and verb stems. e.g., *prjareljs , *pryjati
c) long ¢ in certain stems, €.g., *pénedzb . ¥vetje

d}long ¢ in PrAP forms of i-stem verbs (and deverbal adj's. based on PrAP forms),
e.g., *proseci (N sg. f. PrAP), *prosece (N pl. m. PrAP)

In nCSlk the expected development of long & is 4 > jd@ > ja , everywhere except Orava
where various reflexes (47, €, 4, ia , a ) are expected. In sCSlk the expected reflexes are
regionally varied with 4 > jd > ja in w-sCSIk, 4> ¢ > ¢f inc-sCSlk, and 4 > ¢ in e-sCSlk.
As was noted in the introductory reflex table for long 4, the change 4 > jd > ja was still in
progress throughout the 16th century in nCSik and w-sCSlk. Thus the appearance of both jd
reflexes and ja reflexes is to be expected in texts from these arcas, especially in the earlier
decades of the century.

The textual examples of neuter noun forms ending in *-nja exhibit, with only two
exceptions, a fronted and raised § reflex.

Examples: <pozdraweny> (G sg.), <psany> (G sg.), <swedomy> (N pl.},
<sstiesti> (G sg.), <idolj> (G sg.), <zdravi> (G 5g.)

excepe: <meskane> (G sg.) (JelSava 1567a);
<roskazane> (G sg.) (Jelfava 1572)

The exceptional ¢ reflex may indicate the development & > 4" expected for the Jel3ava
(e-sC3lk) region, since <e> was one possible graphemic representation of the 51k phonemes
fd/,/4/in 16th century orthographic practice. It may also show the intermediate stage jd of
the nCS1k/w-sCSlk development. A third possible explanation for these forms is that they
illustrate the intermediate stage of the c-sCSlk development 4 > € > ¢f , expected just to the
west of the Jelfava region. Finally they might also reflect the intermediate stage of the expected
Cz development &4 > ¢ > {. This would not be surprising since the spelling <ie> in this
position was in use until the mid 16th century in Cz orthography.

The textual examples with word-intemal *-gjz- again consist almost enttrely of various
forms denved from the root *praja- .
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As discussed in the MSIk chapter, the various declensional and derivative forms from the
stemn *prijatel- are originally expected to exhibit the following distribution of reflexes in Cz:
1) { inthe sg. as well as N/V pl. of *prajeteljp and in all derived forms such as
*nrijatelipstvol-psrvije and *prejatelissksis, 2} 4 in the remaining pl. forms of *prejatelfs.
In CSlk this division of forms is not refevant and all forms of *prajatel- are expected to show
pria- (prid-) , prej- , prd- , depending upon the dialect region.

What is attested in the texts is a seemingly random mixture of forms in a and formsin ¢.
Of the 24 attested forms of *prajatel- , 9 exhibitan a reflex, while 15 show an 1 reflex.
There is no apparent geographical pattern since both reflexes occur throughout the area and at
times side by side in the same text. There is also no apparent chronological distribution of the
competing forms. Both reflexes occur in essentally all attested positions, so there is no
grammatical or phonological pattern either.

Examples: (> a) <pratelow> (G pl.), <przatelom> (D pl.), <przately> (A pl.),
<przatele> (V pl.). <wpratelstwy>, <pratelsky>

(>i) <prtelow> (G pl.), <przitelom> (D pl.}, <prytely> (A pl.),
<przitele> (N pl.), <prytel> (N sg.), <pritteisky>

The four attestations of the adj. *pryjazniveip and the noun *pryfazre show only various

stages of fronting and raising, with no examples of an a reflex.
Examples: <przieznive>, <prziznywe>, <preiznywinm>; <Pryzen>

The only textual example of the pl. I-part. *prajali (<— *pryjati) shows an e reflex:
<preli> (KIastor p. Zniev. 1531).

Finally, there are two forms from the verb *{njari attested in the texts, one showing an e
reflex, the other an a reflex: <nalieli> (pl. l-part.) (Partiz. Lupta 1568); <naliawssy> (N pl.
m. PAP} (Partiz. Lupa 1571).

Again, the three ¢ reflexes (< -pja- ) cited above may indicate the intermediate
nCSlk/w-sCSlk f@ reflex, since the development ¢ > j§ > ja was still in progress at this time.
However, they again may also reflect the intermediate stage of Cz development with é
(recalling that the spelling <ie> in this position was in use until the mid 16th century in Cz
orthography).

The attested reflexes denving from long ¢ in stems also exhibit a fronted and raised {
reflex. The only form that deviates slightly again appears to illustrate either the nCSlk/w-sCStk
intermediate j@ stage, or the Cz intermediate stage with €.
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Examples: <mesicze™, <penize> (A pl.), <stiznosty>, <wycze>
except: <steznost> (MoSovce 1567)

Likewise, the attested i-stem PrAP forms (and deverbal adj’s. derived from themn) with
long ¢ all exhibit the fronted and raised reflex.

Examples: <chticze>, <leficzyh>, <mluwicz>, <nehledice>, <prawycze>

There is an additional related source of long ¢ in the texts in the 3rd pl. n-p. of i-stem
verbs. The only textual example of this also exhibits a fronted and raised § reflex: <sedrzy>
(Orav. Zdmok 1574).

b) short g

A complementary distribution of the reflexes @ and & is expected for short 2 everywhere
in the CSIk temmitory (with exclusive d found only marginally in the Oravsky dialect in nCSlk
and in e-sCSlk). Since there was no grapheme in 16th century orthography 1o render / i /, this
phoneme was sometimes spelled <a>, sometimes <e> . There are only four lexical items
attested with the environment expected to produce the reflex & (i.e., labial___ ), and they show
near uniformity of reflex for each item: *devers - one form with a ; *pamers - all 13 forms
have ¢; *pern— 12 forms have e, 2 forms have @ ; *sversjs— all 9 forms have a. Thus this
problem of orthography should not affect the analysis here. It should be noted that the attestad
reflexes for these lexical items are essentially identical to those found in modem Caz.

The textual data show a mixture of ¢ and e reflexes. Although there are many examples

of the a reflex in the texts, the majority of the attested forms show the ¢ reflex.

Examples: (>¢) <dekugy>, <desedt>, <dne> (G sg. m.), <mlczet>, <obyczejem:,
<prziseiny>, <richtarze> (G sg. m.}, <se> (refl. pron.},
<teletie>, <tie> (G sg. pron.), <Tiessko>, <zet-

While the a reflexes found in the texts can be interpreted as the nommal CSlk development,

they can, for the most part, also be explained according to Cz development where analogical
leveling realigned the expected reflexes — i.e., a reflexes were retntroduced into forms in
C"_ " (that had undergone a > €) by analogy to similar forms in C__C" (that did not
develop a > ).

Examples: <czasse> (cf. fas), <krestanes (¢f krestiarn), <przysazny> (cf. pFisaha);
<swatem>, <Swatey> (cf. svaty); <wzali>, <wzawssy> (¢f. vzal, vzav);
<Vrzadnyka> (cf. ifad)

{the form in parenthesis indicates an OCz form with @ > a in the hard

C'__C° environment that couid have served as a possible basis for
analogical ¢ —> a inthe soft '__ (" form atiested in the texts)
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There are textual examples with the a reflex that cannot easily be explained in this manner,
but such examples are few (14) and are randomly distributed throughout the territory.

Examples: <dewat>, <muZa> (G sg. m.), <obyczagem>, <pyatom> (D num.!),
<sa> (refl. pron.)

As in the MSik and WSIk texts, in the C5lk corpus there are also examples of an ¢ reflex
where it is not suppoerted by the phonological environment in Slk or Cz (i.c., in forms with
C'__C"). Cz paradigms that contained alternating hard C°__ C° ~ soft C*__ "
environments, and thus altemating a ~ ¢ as a result of the a > ¢ process, often underwent
analogical leveling in favor of the a , as was sugpested above. The forms with the
unwarranted ¢ reflex are most likely atso due to such Cz analogical leveling, this time based
on rzlated forms supporting the e reflex (i.e., forms with C'__C" ).

Examples: <pusstel> (cf. piftéli), <drzell> (cf. driéli}, <slissel> (cf. sly§él)
(the form in parenthesis indicates an OCz form with a > ¢ in the soft
C’_C' environment that could have served as a possible basis for
analogical a — ¢ inthe hard C'__C" form attested in the texts)

In general, the patterns of development and analogy seen in the texts are reminiscent of the
Cz panerns. Only the 14 g forms not explainable by analogy and 9 of the a forms that might
be explained by analogy fall outside the developments expected and attested in Cz.

4) fronting of long and short &, #/C’_ (217 forms (i and u together))

Regional variation is expected in CSlk for the reflexes of long and short 1. The data from
nCSlk and most of sSCSlk are expected 1o show a consistent u reflex throughout the region,
while an ¢ reflex is expected everywhere in ¢c-sCSlk. The textual examples, however, exhibil a
relatively uniform i reflex for the entire CSik temnitory with only 31 exceptions scattered
randomty throughout. The exceptions exhibit both an « reflex and an ou reflex (including
one instance of auw ). An ou reflex is the expected reflex in the CSIk I sg. desinence of hard-
stem f. adj’s. and nouns. According to Pauliny (1990, 68, 132, 172) this hard-stem desinence
was borrowed into the soft-stem declensions in CS81k already by the 13th century. The 11
attested ou reflexes are, in fact, restricted to I sg. . adj’s., nouns and pron’s. However, there
are also textual examples of I sg. f. adj’s. and nouns with the { reflex, as well as I sg. f. nouns
with the u reflex, so there is no grammatical patterning here. The 20 attested 1 reflexes do
not appear to present any particular geographical, chronological, grammatical or phonological
patterm.
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Examples: (>i) <dekugy> (Istsg. n-p.), <gy> {A sg. {. pron.), <gyz>,
<lidem>, <nedely> (A sg. f.), <ncmagy> (3rd pl. n-p.),
<obecnj> (1 sg. f. adj.), <oczy> (D sg. m.), <peczety> (I sg. f.),
<prislibil>, <vZiwany> (D sg. n.), <vassy> (A sg. L. adj.),
<znagicze> (PrAP)

(>u) <konczu> (D sg. m.), <ludy>, <nassu> (A sg. f. adj.),
<nedelu> (A sg. £.), <paniuv> (I sg. f.),
<wyhledawagu> (3rd. pl. n-p.), <yuss>

(> ou) <menssow>, <nasszauw> (I sg. f. adj's.); <nouw> (1 sg. f. pron.);
<peczetow:>, <piwniczow:», <vecov> (I sg. f. nouns}

5) diphthongization of long ¢ and ¢ (152 é-forms, 130 é-forms)

a}long ¢

As discussed in the MSlk section on long 6 , nominal desinences are not considered in the
analysis of this phonological development.

The development of long & is expected to produce a consistent diphthong reflex uo in the
entire nCS1k region and portions of sCSlk. Vanous diphthong and monophthong reflexes
(ua,va,a,d)are expected for certain areas of ¢-sCSlk and e-sCSlk. What is attested in the
texts, however, is a mixture of the same three reflexes found in the MSIk and WSIk texts: o,
uo , u. Asinthe WSIK texts, the uo reflex, attested in 85 (56%) of the textual examples, is the
dominant reflex here. This would seem to indicate partial agreement with the expected pattern
for the region, although the percentage of these uo reflexes is fairly low. The remaining 44%
of the textual forms is divided almost evenly between the ¢ and u reflexes — 35 (23%) of the
examples contain the ¢ reflex, and 32 (219%) of the forms show the u reflex. There is no

discemible geographical, chronological, grammatical or phonological distribution pattern for
any of the three reflexes.

Examples: (>0) <dom>, <pol>, <swoy>, <wobecz>, <zostathy>

(> uo) <buoh>, <duom>, <duowol>, <muozeme>, <puol>,
<spuosob>, <swuog>, <wuobecz>, <wuole>, <zuostat>

(> u) <buh>, <diim:>, <duchotku>, <mui>, <pul>, <spusobem>,
<wulj>, <zustat>

As stated in the section in Chapter I on orthography, a certain amount of orthographic
inconsistency is 10 be expected in the representation of the reflexes from long ¢ in texis from
the 16th century. The development &> ud > i was completed in Cz by the end of the 15th
century, but the spellings <o> and <uo> were in use alongside <u> m Cz orthography until
well into the 16th century. Thus, <o> could represent both 6 and i, and <uo> could
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represent both gé and # , 1 addition to <u> =i in texts from this period. The problem is
especially acute in texts from the first half of the 16th century when this orthographic instability
was greatest. It was suggested in the section in Chapter II on orthography that examining only
post-1550 texts might reduce the effects of this orthographic inconsistency on the phonological
analysis. As can be seen below, limiting the corpus to only post-1550 texts changes the overall
percentages of reflex distribution very litde.

Textually attested C5lk reflexes of long ¢ — 1550-90 texts only

o-forms ug-forms u-forms total forms
29 (25%) 56 (48%) 31 (27%) 116

This temporal limitation imposed to reduce the effects of orthographic ambiguity on the
phonological analysis produces essentially the same result as originally obtained. The textual
forms containing original long & show fairly strong percentages of all three reflexes. There is
no discemible geographical. chronological, grammatical or phonelogical distribution pattem for
any of the three reflexes.

b} long ¢

For the reasons presented in the MSIK chapter, in this section once again ¢ from
contraction in adjectival desinences is not considered. This includes ¢ from contraction in
both the hard-stem and soft-stem adjectival declension classes.

The most prevalent sources of ¢ in the CSIk texts are:

a) contraction in the N/A sg.. D pl. endings of neuter nouns in *-gpje , *-bstvije .
&.8., *sedorveje (NfA sg.}), *sedorvefems (D pl.)

b} long ¢ in nominal and infinitival stems, e.g., *délo , *jeméti , *mésto , *véra

¢) long £ in the n-p. stems of several verbs, e.g., *vémb (<— *védén), *umé(m) (<— *uméti)

Similartolong 6, long ¢ is expected to produce a consistent diphthong reflex je in the
entire nCSIk region and portions of sCSIk, while various diphthong and monophthong reflexes
{ ja , ja , € ) are expected for certain areas of c-sCSlk and e-sCSlk. [t is necessary 1o remember
here that the N/A sg. n. forms in *-sje did not develop as expected in C5lk. As mentioned in
the reflex table for long ‘¢, the phonological continuation of the *-pje ending was replaced
fairly early by an entirely new ending -'d in CSlk. This ending underwent the development
-'d > -ja in most of CSlk, with some of the same regional differences as seen in the
development of other instances of 4.

With the foregoing in mind, it is interesting to note that the neuter noun forms in *-pg2 |

*.pstvije exhibit a nearly consistent raised 1 reflex, with only three exceptions.
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Examples: <kupeny> (A sg.), <przedani> (N sg.}, <svedomiz (A sg.)

except: <podiwerdzenie> (A sg.) (JelSava 1567b); <wyznanie> (N sg.),
<podtwerdzenie> (A sg.) (Jel3ava 1572)

Interestingly, the three exceptions all occur in the Jel$ava texts in e-sCSlk and all exhibit a
ie reflex. The exceptuonal ie reflex may indicate the further development -'d > -4 expected
for the e~-sCSlk region, since <e> was one possible graphemic representation of the Sik
phonemes /4 /,/ 4"/ in 16th century orthographic practice. The three ie forms may also reflect
the intermediate nCSlk/w-sCSlk i reflex, since the development ¢ > i@ > fa was stilt in
progress at this time. However, they may also reflect the intermediate stage of Cz development
¢ > jé > [ (recalling that the spelling <ie> in this position was in use until the mid 16th
century in Cz orthography).

Nominal and verbal (inf. and n-p.) stems with long ¢ show a mixture of the reflexes ¢
and i in the texts. Of the 84 forms containing long &, 57 show an ¢ reflex and 25 show an
i reflex (2 forms contain an a reflex). It is interesting to note that this is essentially the
opposite of the dismbution of these two reflexes in this environment in the WSIk texts, where
the i reflex was dominant over the e reflex. There does not seem to be any geographical,
chronological, grammatical or phonological patteming in the distribution of either of these
reflexes in CSlk. Three of the texts contain exclusively the { reflex: Dol. Stubita 1567,

Kalamenové 1571, Orav. Zimok 1574, while 16 texts exhibit only the ¢ reflex. However,
there are several texts that contain both reflexes.

Examples: <wie[m]> — <newy[m]> (Zamovica 1548)
<sienow> — <syny> (Partiz. L'up&a 1588b)

In general both reflexes occur in essentially all attested environments.

Examples: (>} <dyl> <dytky>, <dywky>, <miste>, <myti>, <nerozdilnuz,
<vitex, <zminkue>

(> e) «dietky>, <dievka>, <meru>, <mesto, <mieti>, <nesmie,
<newiette>, <strielal>, <vieni>, <zmienku>, <Zriedio>

As discussed in the section in Chapter II on orthography, conservative Czech orthographic
practices continued the use of the grapheme <ie> during the first half of the 16th century
(alongside <i> ) despite the completion of the phonological change ¢ > # > { in Cz before the
end of the 15th century. This allows for two possible interpretations of the grapheme <ie> in
the earliest (pre-1550) texts of the CSlk corpus under investigation here: as an archaic

representation of i, or as an accurate representation of fe . This possible ambiguity of the
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grapheme <ie> does not play a crucial role in this portion of the study, however, since the
CSlk forms attested before 1550 show only 9 instances of «ie>. The majority of the forms in
<ie> occur from 1550 onward when they can generally be interpreted as representing je .

6) diphthongization of long & /C"__ (355 forms (422 with I sg. f. forms))

In contrast to the analyses of long 4/ C’___ in the preceding two chapters {and in the
following ESlk chapter), the analysis here will not take into account I sg. f. noun, pron. and adj.
forms. According to Pauliny (1963, 97-100; 1990, 64) and ViZny (1964, 114) the
development of these 1 sg. £ forms in CSlk was as follows: *Ffengjg > *fenoju > fenou
(1.e., first denasalization, then loss of jot (but no contraction)); while in the rest of Slk the
development followed a different course:  *Zenojg > *Zend > fenii (i.e., loss of jot {(with
contraction), then denasalization). Thus, in CSlk there never was a long & in this position.
Instead there existed from early on an original ou desinence (not! ou < au < &), hence the
exclusion of the I sg. f. noun, pron. and adj. forms from consideration in this section.
Unfortunately, the attested examples of the [ sg. f. nouns, pron’s. and adj’s. only partially
support this. Of the 67 texmal examples of these I sg. f. forms, 37 (55%) exhibit an awou
desinence, but 30 (45%) show an u desinence.

Examples: (> ou} <kurwow>, <manzelkow>, <prisahow>, <sebow>
(> u)} <manzelku>, <ruku>, <svatu>, <viem>

Nevertheless, these 1 sg. £, forms do account for 37 (61%) of the 61 total forms in auw/ou in
the CSlk texts, so their exclusion from the analysis has a definite impact on the overall picture
of the distnbution of the reflexes of long &/ C*__ in the CSIk territory.

Long & in a hard environment is expected to produce a long & reflex throughout the entire
CSlk temttory, however both # and aw/ou reflexes are attested in the texts. The exclusion of

the 1 sg. f. forms leaves a definite majonity of forms with the u reflex in the texts.

Examples: <beru> (3rd pl. n-p.), <gduczim> (PrAP), <jsu>, <kupeny>,
<kteru> (A sg. f. ady.), <mudry>, <poruczam>, <postupyl>,
<sudcy>, <sused>, <urcdnjkaz, <wladnuti>, <zobu> (G)

Only 24 of the attested non-I sg. f. forms exhibit the diphthong reflex. The distnibution of
these 24 exceptions does not seem 1o form any geographical, chronological. grammatical or
phonological pattern. They occur throughout the territory and in essentially all atiested
positions.

Examples: <gsaucz> (PrAP), <kaupyl>, <kterauss> (A sg. f. ad}.), <obou> (G),
<sau>, <sausedom>, <auterzy>
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Cz orthographic practices of the early 16th century again play a role when analyzing the
reflexes of long & in this CSlk corpus. As mentioned in the section in Chapter I1 on
orthography, the change # > ayg > oy was completed in Cz by the end of the 15th century, but
the grapheme <au> did not prevail over <uw> in the representation of aw/oy until the middle
of the 16th century. Thus the grapheme <u> could denote both & and aw/ou in texts from
the first half of the century, This is not a critical issue in the analysis of the CSIk texts,
however, since they exhibit almost exclusively the <u> grapheme, whether considering texts
before 1550 (97% u-forms), texts from 1550 onward (92% wu-forms), or the entire corpus
{93% u-forms), The forms in <> that occur from 1550 onward can generally be interpreted
as representing & ; and since the use of <u> was on the decline in Czech texts already toward
the middle of the 16th century, it is unlikely that such a high consistency in the use of <u> in
the CSik texts of the 1530s and 1540s would be due simply to rentention of a fading archaic
orthographic practice.

7) assibilation of &/ j (54 forms)

The sequence d+§ is expected to develop into 3 everywhere in the CSlk temmitory. The
textual data show both a 3 and a z reflex, with the z reflex exhibited in a majority (exactly
two-thirds) of the attesied forms. There does not appear to be any geographical, chronological
or grammatical distribution pattern for either of the reflexes. They both occur throughout the

termitory. Some texts show consistent use of only one reflex, while other texts have a mixture
of both. Both reflexes appear in essentially all attested positions.

Examples: (>z) <mezy>, <Narozeni>, <nesnaze>, <polwrzeny>, <vrozeny>,
<vsazen

(>3 <medzy>, <Naroczeny>, <posadzeny>, <podtwerdzenie>,
<przichaczegyczrs, <vrodzeny>

8) assibilation of d,t/ _é,i,e, s, ¢ (i.e, all front vowels) (340 d-forms, 630 r-forms)
ayd/_é,i,e,p,¢
The sequence d+front vowel! is expected to produce a non-assibilated d” (or d ) reflex
everywhere in CSlk, except in some areas of e-sCSlk where one environment produces ¥,
The textual examples show a non-assibilated d reflex with only three exceptions, all of which

occur in the same nCSlk text.

Examples: <dety> (-dé-), <swobodyl> (-di-), <naydethe> (-de-), <den> {-dp-),
<lidmiz (-dp-), <dekugy> (-de-)

except: <dzyll>, <dzylw>, <sedzy> (3rd pl. n-p. < *séde(ts} ) (Orav. Zdmok 1574)
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b)¢/_é,i,e,5,¢

The sequence r+front vowel is also expected to produce a non-assibilated ¢ (or ) reflex
everywhere i CSlk, again with the exception of some areas of e-sCSlk where some
environments produce ¢. The textual examples again exhibit almost exclusively a non-

assibilated r reflex.

Examples: <tele> (-t8-), <swenli> (-1i-), <ste> (-te-), <otecz> {-15-),
<petczethmy> (-r5-), <ztiezowany> (-fe-)

There are six exceptions illustrating assibilation, however they are restricted to only two

regions.

Examples: <oblicznoscziv>, <ssecz>, <poczeziwem> (RuZomberok 1555z, b)
<nedopuszczietty> (< -§r-), <chcel>, <nechceli> (Jelfava 15673, b)

It is interesting to note that the form <oblicznoscziv> is not a Slk or Cz formn, but rather an
OPol form where the change ¢> ¢ is expected. Also, it is precisely e-sCSlk, where Jel$ava is
located, that is expected to show the ¢hange -§t- > -§¢- |, seen here in the form
<nedopuszczietty> .

As stated in the MSIk and W51k chapters, the issue of the softness of d and 7 in this
environment will not be addressed here, as the only concern of this section is the presence or
absence of assibilation. The softness of consonants was not consistently marked in the texts of
this period. It would therefore be difficult to determine accurately the extent to which the
presence or absence of softness in any given text was due to phonological changes or simply to

mnadequacies of orthography.

9) palatalizationof r/_é,7,e,5,¢,J (ie., all front vowels and j) (529 forms)

In CSlk, a hard r reflex is expected to develop everywhere from the sequence
r+front vowe!, j . The textual data present a mixed picture showing both hard r and
palatal 7 reflexes.

Examples: (>r) <stredu> (-ré-), <pristwpil> (-ri-), <reczenem> {-re-),
<urednjka> (-re-), <hospodar> (-rj-)
(> F) <polrzebie> (-ré-}, <trziczetr> (-ri-), <berze> (-re-),
<Vrzadnyka> (-re-)

Of the 46 total texts, 26 contain exclusively or almost exclusively the r reflex (r-only
texts), 8 contain exclusively or almost exclusively the F reflex (F-only texts), and 12 contain a
mixture of both reflexes (mixed texts). These numbers contrast sharply with those found in
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W3Slk where the F-only texts were almost as nuwnerous as the other two types combined. There
does not seem lo be any geographical or chronotogical distribution of the few F-only texis in
CSlk. Nor does there seem to be any general grammatical or phonological distnbution of the
two reflexes when they occur together in mixed texts. In fact, different reflexes often occur in

different examples of the same lexical item in a single text.

Examples: <Richtar> — <Richtarz>> (Sklabifia 1564)
<prjsainy> — <pfisazny> (Veli¢na 1584)

As was noted in the previous chapters, in the texts from this peniod it is not uncommon to
find a F reflex in environments where it was phonelogically unjustified or had already been
removed by analogy (in Cz and/or Pol). There are 20 such forms in the CSlk corpus.

Examples: <auterzy>, <bratrza> (G sg. m.), <dobrzeho> (G sg. n. ad}.),
<kterza> (N sg. f. adj.), <Mudrzim> (D pl. m. adj.), <Rzchtarzy>

As in WSIk, in CSlk such forms occur in only two of the three text types, #-only texts
{16 forms) and mixed texts (4 forms).

Summary analysis of the attested CSlk reflex patterns

1) vocalization of strong % and 5

A variety of reflexes is expected from the vocalization of the jers in CS1k, however, the
texts show a highly consistent e reflex with relatively limited exceptions. [t is unlikely that
this represents the peneralizing of the ¢ reflex expected indigenously in cenain environments.
It is more probable that the distibution reflects the presence of the Cz norm, where the e reflex
is expected in all forms.

2} development of syllabic ¢y and | (and related CreC and Cin(')

a) syllabic r (and related CraC)

For r and CrsC, the textual data refiect the expected complernentary distribution of r and
Zer- reflexes, with a relatively small number of exceptions. Since a complementary distribution
is expected for the entire territory and that is what 1s attested, thus feature would seem to indicate
the natural development of a CSIk nom. It is also possible that the textual distribution shows
the presence of the C2 nonm, since forms that could potentially show differences between the
expected CSlk and Cz patterns are only minimally aftested. However, the three such

differentiating forms that are artested all show the expected CSIk reflex and not the expected Cz
reflex.
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b) syllabic | (and related CisC)

For { and CI3C, the distribution partemn of the reflexes is expected to be regionally varied.
However, the reflexes attested in the texts present a nearly uniform picture for all of CSlk
similar to the complementary distribution expected in Cz. This would seem to indicate the
presence of the Cz norm in the CSlk texts.

3) fronting and raising of long and short ¢ ,a/C’_C', C"_#

a) long 4

The reflexes from the development of long 4 are expecied to be regionally varied.
However, if the forms of *prajatel- are excluded, a fairly consistent { reflex is attested in the
texts. This attested distribution seems to indicate the presence of the Cz norm. Even the forms
of *pryjatel- , which present no discemible geographical, chronological, grammatical or
phonological pattern of reflex distribution, exhibit a two-thirds majority of the i reflex. As
noted in the WSIk chapter, the inconsistency in the forms of *pryjatel- is regarded as a
peculiarity of the individual lexical items derived from this one particular stem. This
inconsistency is therefore not considered significant for the results of this investigation,

b) shont a

The development of short a is expected to produce a complementary distribution of a and
d reflexes (with exclusive ¢ found only marginally in the Oravsky dialect in nCSlk and in
e-sCSIk). The texts show a mixture of a4 and ¢ reflexes, and not according 1o the expected
complementary distribution. Analogical leveling, common in Cz paradigms that exhibited g ~ ¢
alternations as a result of this process, can account (o a great degree for the distribution attested
in the texts (although there are some attested forms that cannot be explained in this way). In
general, the patterns of development and analogy seen in the texts would seem to indicate the
presence of the Cz norm.

4) fronting of long and shont & ,u/C"___

Consistent reflexes are expected for CSlk according to the following dialect divisions:
c-sCSIk = i; nCSik, w-sCSIk, e-sCSlk = # . The textual examples, however, exhibit a
relatively uniform ¢ reflex for the entire CSIk territory. It is unlikely that this indicates the
spread of the geographically restricted c-sCSlk reflex to include the entire remainder of the
CSlk region. However, the expected Cz reflex is also . Thus it is more probable that the
textual distribution reflects the presence of the Cz norm.

5) diphthongization of long & and ¢

a)long &

Long & is expected to produce a consistent go reflex for much of the CSlk territory, with
variation in portions of the sCSik region. The texts show the reflexes o, uo , 1, with lintle
evidence of consistent patteming in the distribution of any of the three attested reflexes.
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b)long ¢

Long ‘¢, following a pattern nearly identical 1o long & , is expected to produce a
consistem j¢ reflex for much of the CSlk temitory, with vanation in portions of the sCSlk
region. The textual data show a fairly even ratio of ¢ and i reflexes with no apparent
geographical, chronological, grammatical or phonological patterning.

6) diphthongization of long &/ C°__

For this process the expected CSlk reflex is long 4 . Excluding the I sg. f. noun, adj. and
pron, forms which present a special problem in CSIK, the data show an u reflex with only
minor exceptions. Since a umiform reflex is expected for the entire territory and that is what is
attested, this feature appears to reflect the natural development of a CSlk nomn.

7} assibilationof d/__

The reflex 3 is expected everywhere in CSlk, but the attested examples show the reflexes
3 and z. While z appears in a two-thirds majonty of the anested forms, neither 3 nor z
exhibits a pattern of any type in its textual distribution.

8) assibilation of 4,¢/___é,i,e, b, ¢ (i.e., all front vowels)

adi_é,i,e.5,¢

For the sequence d+front vowel | a non-assibilated 4 reflex is expected everywhere in
CSIk, with the exception of a small region of restricted # in sCSlk. The attested examples
show almost exclusively a non-assibilated reflex. This could indicate that the CSIk majority
d reflex spread to the regionally and phonologically restricted instances of the ¥ reflex.
However, the expected Cz reflex is also non-assibilated ¢ . Therefore it is also possible that
the textual distribution reflects the presence of the Cz norm. This is supported by the fact that

the forms in sCSlk which could potentially have the ¥ reflex show not only a d reflex but
also an otherwise Cz phonological shape.

byt/i_é,i,e.b,e

For the sequence t+front vowel |, a non-assibilated ¢ reflex is expecied everywhere, again
with the exception of a smalt region in sCSlk with restnicted €. The texts show a non-
assibilated reflex with very few exceptions. While this could indicate the spread of the majority
¢ reflex, it is also possible that the texts again reflect the presence of the Cz nomm, since the
expected Cz reflex is also non-assitnlated ¢ .
9) palatalizationof r/__&,i,¢,5,¢.J (i.c. all front vowels and ;}

The expected reflex from this process is a consistent hard » throughout the CSik territory.
A clear majonity of the forms exhibit this hard 7 reflex, but there is also a significant number
of forms showing a F reflex. There does not seem to be any geographical, chronological,
grammatical or phonological patterning 1o the distribution of either the » or the F reflex.

The nine short analysis sections above have again been summarized in tabular form below.
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As in the MSlk and WSk chapters, the table here shows evidence for a developing
interdialectal phonological nomm in the texts from the CSIk territory. However, here there is
also fairly strong evidence against it, in that there are four CSlk features that do not seem to
show consistent interdialectal pattems of any type. The different reflexesof 4., ¢, df . r’
appear to be randomly distributed throughout the CSIK territory.

For those features that do exhibit a consistent pattern of reflexes throughout the territory, the
question is again to what that consistency should be ascribed. The reflexes of r appearto
show a naturally devetoped CSlk pattem, however, the attested pattern could also have come
from Cz. The reflexes of &', show distributions that could have arisen by intemal leveling
within CSlk. Again, however, these patterns could be the result of the external influence of Cz.
The distributions displayed by the reflexes of 2/5, [, a, C'w/u appear to show complete
dominance of the Cz norm over the expected CSlk reflexes. The reflexes of & also seem to
display the Cz norm when forms from the stem *prgjarel- are excluded (the excluded forms
show no discermnible partemning). Only the pattern exhibited by the reflexes of C'ti might be
considered as the clear result of the natural development of CSlk.

Thus, of the 9 features that show consistent interdialectal reflex patterns (including the
reflexes from 4 here), 8 can be explained by reference to the Cz model, and anywhere from
2 to 4 can be explained by reference to the CSlk model {depending on the degree of certainty).

This still leaves 4 phonological features that do not exhibit clear, uniform reflex patterns for the
entire CSIK territory.
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CHAPTER VII: INVESTIGATION OF THE EAST SLOVAK CORPUS

Analysis of the textual data

1) vocalization of strong 3 and 5 (142 forms ( 5 and & together))

Based on the reasons discussed in the MSIk chapter, only jers in roots, prefixes and
suffixes are examined in this section. Jers in nominal desinences are excluded from the
analysis here.

Jer vocalization in ESIk is expected to produce two phonologicalty conditioned and
regionally distributed reflexes, ¢ and o (refertothe %, b reflex table for exact distribution).
The textual data reflect a nearly exclusive e reflex in all positions everywhere in the ESlk
termitory. The only exceptions are nine examples of *k® > Ju (there are also four examples of
expected *k% > ke ), and the form: <stwartok> {Lomné 1572).

Examples: (< B) <cztwrtek>, <posel>, <statek>», <vpadek>, <wedle>, <wen>
{<B) <czest>, <dluzen>, <Otecz>, <sluzebnikowy>

2) development of syllabic r and [ (and related Cr5C and ChC)
{34 r-forms, 33 I-forms)

a) syllabic p (and related Cru(C)

The ESlk development of r is expected to produce a rather complex pattemn of reflexes in
complementary distribution, based on hardness and softness of the syllabic liquid as well as the
phonological environment in which it developed (refer to the r, | reflex table for exact
dismbution}. The sequence Cr3C is imibally expected to show normal ESIk development of
the jers, with the resuling rV and r@ (> 1) reflexes undergoing further changes acconding to
the pattemn of original 7 and paradigmatic analogy. The expected final result of these processes
is the complete absence of syllabic r from the phonological inventory of ESlk. The textual
examples do not show this, however, since 10 of the 34 attested forms exhibit a syllabic r .

Examples: {<r) <cztiwrtek>, <drzel>, <prwsse>, <smrti> (2x), <tztwrte>
{< r») <Oppatrnim>, <Opatmy>, <opatmy(m)>, <zethrffacz>

These forms with syllabic r do not appear to show any type of phonological patteming and
derive from both onginal r and CraC. They do not show any type of geographical or

chronological distribution cither, since they occur in 6 of the 16 texts that show 5 and CrzC,
and they span the entire termitory and four decades.

The remaining 24 attested forms all exhibit the specific Vr /rV reflexes expected for ESIK.
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Examples: (<) <czamy>, <czerwne>, <czwarthy>, <derzeny>, <karmnych>,
<naiperwei>, <pirwy, <pocyerpyel>, <szmiercziam,
<stwartok>, <zamo>

{< re) <opatememu:>, <Oppaternim>>

b) syllabic } (and related CisC)

Like syllabic 1, syllabic | is expected o show a rather complex set of reflexes in
complementary distnbution, based on the hardness and softness of the | and on the
phonological environment in which it developed (referto the 7, [ reflex table for exact
distribution). The sequence CInC is expected to show initial jer development, with the
resulting IV, I (> [} reflexes developing further according to the paitem of original | and
paradigmatic analogy. The final result of these expected developments is again the absence of
the syllabic liquid from the ESlk phonological inventory. The textual data demonstrate this
expected lack of syllabic | with only one exception. There are unfortupately no examples of
ClaC in the ESIk corpus. All 33 textual examples are instances of original |, and they occur
in only four roots.

Examples: (*djg- = ‘debt’) <dlustwo>, <dlvgow>, <dluzen>, <dluhy>, <dluhu>
(*dl'’z- = *long") <dluhe>, <dlugic>, <przedivzone>, <prodluzowany,

<dluchye>
(*mjv-) <rosmluuity>, <prymlowu:>
{(*pln-) <vpelnim>, <zupelna>
except: (*p{'n-) <vplnw> (Lomné 1572)

All except the forms of *mjv- (and the exception <vpinu> ) fellow the expected ESIk
development concerning the quality of the vocalic element accompanying the liquid. As already
noted in the WSIk chapter, the root *mfv- is not productive in Skk, however if it were, the
expected ESIk result would resemble the OPot motw- . The forms of *miv- auested here, as
well as all the other textual examples (with the exception of the forms <vpelnim>, <zupelna>}),
resemble the results expected for Cz.

3) fronting and raising of long and short §,a2/C"__C,C'_#
{86 long ¢-forms, 165 short a-forms)

a)long &
For the same reasons discussed in the MSIk chapter, ¢ from contraction in soft-stem
adjectival desinences is not considered here. Thus, as in the previous chapters, the most

common sources of long 4 in the ESIK texts are:
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a) contraction in the G sg., N pl. and A pl. endings of neuter nouns in *-sje ,
¢.2., *swedorveja (same form for all three cases)

b) contraction of *-bja- in certain noun and verb stems, ¢.g., *prajateljs , *prejati

¢) long ¢ in certain stems, e.g., Ypénedzs , *vetje

In ESlk long 4 is expected to produce a consistent g reflex throughout the territory.

The textual examples of neuter nouns ending in *-pja show both an a reflex and a fronted
and raised i reflex. The ¢ reflex occurs in 20 of the forms, while the a reflex occurs in 13.
Although the use of either reflex is consistent within a single text, neither reflex shows any
farger geographical or chronological pattern of distribution. All attested instances are G sg.

forms with the exception of one N pl. form.

Examples: (>i) <odkladany>, <swedomy> (N pl.), <sslesty>, <zdrawi>
(>a) «<myenya>, <stestia>, <wiedzenia>, <zboza>, <zdrawia>

As in the previous chapters, in the ESIk texts the instances of word-internal *-5ja- consist
entirely of various forms derived from the root *prija- .

As discussed in the MS1k chapter, the various declensional and derivative forms from the
stem *prejatel- are originally expected to exhibit the following distnbunion of reflexes in Cz:
13 { in the sg. as well as N/V pl. of *prsjatelis and in all derived forms such as
*projateljbstvol-sstvije and *prajateljssk®is, 2) 4 in the remaining pl. forms of *prejatelin.
In ESIk this division of the forms of *prajatel- is not relevant and all forms are expected 1o
show the reflex pra- . It should also be noted that in Pol the development of this reot did not
follow the usual Pol tendency toward contraction, hence the modem Pol forms with the reflex
piyja- .

What is attested in the texts are examples of each of the reflexes described above: {,a, ifa .
Of the 27 forms of *prsjatel- found in the texts, 11 exhibit the i reflex, 11 the iz reflex,
and 5 the a reflex. The 5 examples of the a reflex occur in only two texts (Lomné 1572 and
Polanovce 1584), and therefore represent no particular geographical pattern of reflex
distribution. The use of either the ija or the i reflex is consistent in individual texts {only
Plaved 1583 contains examples of both reflexes). However, there are various instances of
inconsistency among several texts from a singte town, so there does not appear to be any
geographical patterning of these reflexes either. There is no sign of a chronological
distribution; and all three reflexes occur in essentially all attested positions, so there is also no
apparent grammatical or phonological distmibution.



144

Examples: (>§) <prytelowy> (D sg.), <prytele> (N pl.), <prytelom> (D pl.),
<prytelsku>, <przitelstwa>

(> ija) <prayacziel> (N sg.), <prryiacaelia> (G sg.),
<przyaczyclovy> (D sg.), <prziiacziclie> (N pl.},
<prziyaczielstwie>

(> a) <pratele> (G sg.), <praczele> (N pl.) (2x),
<praczelow> (D! pl.}, <praczelskey>

The forms of the adj. *prhjoznivhjs and the noun *prejazns present a more stable
picture. The one attested instance of the adj. contains the fronted and raised i reflex:
<pryznywym> (Slov. Ves 1591), while all 6 examples of the noun exhibit the ija mflex.

Examples: <nepryiaszny>, <prziiazny>, <przyazny> (2x), <przyiaszny:,
<pritasny>
There are no examnples in the ESlk texts of noun or adj. forms of *preja- withthe a reflex.

There is only one instance of the pl. l-part. and it shows the a reflex: <praly> (Slov. Ves
1591).

The attested instances of long ¢ in stems also show both { and g reflexes. In addition,
there are several examples of vowel reflexes marked for nasality (signaling the expected Pol
reflex). The 5 forms exhibiting § are all from the noun, *pénedzs , however this noun also
occurs in the texts with the a reflex. Interestingly, of the § attested examples of the | reflex,
4 occur in texts from the westemmost regions of ESlk, while of the 5 total instances of the a
reflex. 3 occur in the easternmost and southernmost ESik texts under investigation. The forms
showing nasality all occur in 2 single text (BartoSovee 1554} and thercfore do not represent a
generally occuring reflex. Moreover, several forms with the a reflex occur alongside the g

forms tn this same text.

Examples: {>{) <penyze> (A pl.), <penize> (A pl.)
{>a) <mesyacu>, <peniaze> (A pl.), <viaczey>, <wzat>
(>q) <vyaczey>, <vZixz>

There are no examples in the ESIk texts of what was previousty labeled source d) long € in
PrAP forms of i-stemn verbs (and deverbal adj’s. based on PrAP forms), c.g., *proseci (N sg. f.
PrAP), *prosece (N pl. m. PrAP). It should be noted, however, that the related instance of ¢
in the 3rd pl. n-p. of i-stem verbs is attested four times in the ESlk texts, three showing an a
reflex, one showing a nasal.

Examples: (> a) <powedza>, <vydadza> (Krds. Lika 1557); <dadza> (Hertnik 1565)
(>q) <vydza> (Bartolovce 1554)
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b) short a

Short @ is expected to produce e and a reflexes in complementary distribution (C'aC” ,
most ¢ > a> e but C'aff, some ¢ > a > a) everywhere in ESIk. Both ¢ and a reflexes are
present in the texts, and they follow with relatively few exceptions the expected distnbution.
There are also instances of vowel reflexes marked for nasality (from original *¢ , with 3
exceptions). Five of the 11 examples of the nasal reflex occur in the same text as the nasal
examples found in the long 4 discussion above (Bartoiovce 1554), and can therefore be
discounted as a peculiarity of that text. The other 6 examples are restricted to three random

texts, and therefore do not present any particular geographical or chronological pattern of
distribution.

Examples: <wi¢znia> (2x), <wiezniem:> (Brezovica n. Tor. 1564)
<czieskoscz>, <Sczesczya> (Hertnik 1565)

<peczent> (Bardejov 1586) (< *pecarh — non-original nasalization in
this example undoubtedly reflects Pol influence, Pol = pieczed)

The majority of the textual examples contain an ¢ reflex. The forms exhibiting this e

reflex follow almost completely the expected ESIk distribution, deriving from instances of ¢
and Cal’ .

Examples: <czeskey>, <dickwgy>, <derzeny>, <dessecz>», <dewecz>,
<Jalowize> (N sg. n.), <mie> (G sg. pron.), <obyczegem>, <piecz>,
<pyeczecz>>, <prisieznyk>, <sie> (refl. pron.), <slyssely>, <sstesty>,
<wrednykow>, <zribe> (N sg. n.}

There are only 7 exceptional cases of ¢ < Ca# .

Examples: <dne> (G sg. m.), <Nasse>, <nasse> (2x) (N sg. f. adj.),
<pratele> (G sg. m.), <krale> (2x) (G sg. m.)

The 34 attested forms with an a reflex also generally follow the expected ESIk distribution

since they represent almost exclusively instances of Ca# .

Examples: <dnia> (G sg. m.), <ffararza> (A sg. m.), <koncza> (G sg. m.),
<koniax> (A sg. m.), <wassa> (N sg. {. ad}.)

There are only 8 exceptional cases of a < ¢, Cal” .

Examples: <cziaskosczy>, <obyczay>, <slissati>, <Swatem>, <wzali>, <wzaly>
<zyalowy>, <zZyemyanye>
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4) fronting of long and short &, u/C’_ (116 forms (4 and u together))

A uniform u reflex is expected from this development everywhere in the ESIk territory.
The textual data present both # and i reflexes, as well as limited examples of a nasal vowel
reflex. As in the discussions of long 4 and shert @ above, in this section a large percentage
of the nasal reflexes (5 of 13) come from the text Barto3ovee 1554, and can thus be eliminated
as peculiarities of that specific text. The other 8 come from four areas and do not form any type

of pattem.

Examples: <zadayac> (PrAP) (Kris. Lika 1558)

<chczy> (2x), <przyrzykaya>, <sprawuig sic> (all 3rd pl. n-p.)
(Brezovica n. Tor. 1564)
<maya> (3rd pl. n-p.) (Hertnik 1565)

<myeskayaczemv:>, <vyznavayacz> (PrAP's) (Dubovica [6th c. a, b)

The u and ¢ reflexes both occur throughout the entire ESlk territory and are often found
side by side in a single text. Hence there is no apparent geographical or chronological
distribution of either of the reflexes. Both 1 and i occur in essentially all attested positions,
so there does not appear to be any grammatical or phonological pattern of distribution either.
The u reflex appears in a 51% majority of the forms.

Examples: (> ) <tzudzemu>, <chczv> (lst sg. n-p.}, <hunyu> (A sg.f.),
<gu> (A sg. f. pron.}, Jutro>, <iuz>, <ludze>,
<nassu> (A sg. f. ad).), <nezadayu> (3rd pl. n-p.),
<niu> (1 sg. f. pron.). <Priaczelu> (D sg. m.), <slyvb>,
<zalugucz se> (PrAP)

(=i} <chezy> (1stsg. n-p.), <giz>, <lydze>, <nassy> (A sg. f. adj.),
<nyediely> (A sg. £.), <pregicz> (PrAP), <przitely> (D sg. m.),
<slibugem>, <zadagj> (3rd pl. n-p.}

5) diphthongization of long ¢ and 'é (87 d-forms, 50 'é-forms)

a) long o

As discussed in the MSIk section on long &, nominal desinences are not considered in the
analysis of this phonological development.

The ESIk development of long & is expected to produce a variety of reflexes ( o , vo (uo} ,
u ), varying according 1o region and at times according to phonological environment (refer to
the &, ¢ reflex table for exact distribution). Each of the expected reflexes is attested in the
corpus, however not according to the expected distribution. Unlike the previous two chapters
(WS1k and CSIk) that showed a majority of ue reflexes, the ESlk corpus exhibits a majority of
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textual forms with an o reflex (47 forms = 54%). The other two reflexes are nearly evenly
represented. There are 18 forms (21%) with an uo reflex and 22 forms (25%) with an «
reflex. All three reflexes occur throughout the ESlk ternitory with no apparent geographical or
chronological patterning. Each of the reflexes occurs in essentially all attested forms, so there is
also no evidence of grammanical or phonological patterning.

Examples: (> g) <bog>, <dom>, <kon>, <moy>, <mozies>, <poydv>, <pol>,
«<sposob>, <wobecz>, <wole>, <zostal>

(> o) <Buoh>, <duom>, <muoy>, <nemuoze>, <nepuoyde>,
<spuosobem>, <wuole>, <wuos>

(> uw) <buch>, <kuin>, <mvy>, <pul>, <spusobe[m]>, <wuly>,
<pozusial>

It is necessary to take into account here that the final stage of the development é > yo > u
in n-wESlk and eESlk may still have been in progress during the 16th century, Pauliny states
that “Forms with the further developmental stage wo > u are attested from the 16th century
onward . . .. The evidence shows that the change 4o > & ook place in the 16th century™
(1963, 263). However, while this would help to explain the nearly equal numbers of wo and
u reflexes present in the texts from the n-wESIk and eESlk regions, it does not account for the
large numbers of o reflexes also present in these texts.

As dicussed in the section in Chapier II on onthography, multiple graphernes were available
in early 16th century Cz orthography for the representation of the reflexes of long 4.
Although the development 4 > ud > i was completed in Cz by the end of the 15th century, the
spellings <o> and <uo> were in use alongside <u> in Cz orthography until well into the
16th century. Thus, <o> could represent both 6 and ¥, and <uwo> could represent both a4
and  , in addition to <u> = in texis from this period. The problem is especially acute in the
first half of the 16th century when this orthographic instability was greatest.. It was suggested
in Lhe section in Chapter H on orthography that examining only post-1530 texts might reduce
the effects of this orthographic inconsistency on the phonological analysis. However, limiting

the corpus to only post-1550 texts has almost no affect on the overall percentages of reflex
distribution.

Textually attested ESIk reflexes of iong 6 ~ 1550-91 texts only

44 (54.5%) 18 (22%) 19 {23.5%) 81

This emporal restriction imposed to reduce the effects of orthographic ambiguity on the
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phonological analysis of the reflexes of long & causes essentially no change in the result
already obtained. All three reflexes occur throughout the ESlk territory with no apparent
geographical or chronological pattemming. Each of the reflexes occurs in essentially all attested
forms, so there is also no evidence of grammatical or phonological patteming!.

b)long

For the reasons presented in the MSlk chapter, in this section once again ¢ from
contraction in adjectival desinences is not considered. This includes # from contraction in
both the hard-stem and soft-stem adjectival declension classes.

The most prevalent sources of ¢ in the ESIk texts are:

a) contraction in the N/A sg., D pl. endings of neuter nouns in *-sje , *-astvije ,
e.g.. *swdorveje (N/A sg.), *ssdorvsjems (D pl.}

b) long ¢ in nominal and infinitival stems, ¢.g., *délo , *jsméti , *mésto , *véra

c)long & in the n-p. stems of several verbs, e.g., *vémb (<~ *véddt), *umé(m) (<— *uméti)

The reflexes from long ¢ are expected to pattemn essentially the same as the reflexes from
long & , with the same phonological types of reflexes ( e, je (¢} , i ) occuring in the same
geographical and phonclogical distributions (referto the &, ¢ reflex table for exact
distribution). Again each of the expected reflexes is attested, however not according to the
expected distribution.

The neuter noun forms 1n *-pje , *-pstvije show a nearly even ratio between forms with an
i reflex (7) and forms with an ¢ reflex (10). Such a distribution is unexpected since the
general ESIk development of ¢ from the suffix *-gje , unlike the development of ¢ from &,
is expected to yield only je/e reflexes (see note d in the 4, ¢ reflex 1able), Both f and e
reflexes appear throughout the ESik territory, however individual texts are generally consistent
in the use of a single reflex. There does not appear to be any geographical, chronological or
grammatical pattern of distribution: for erther reflex.

I Sixteenth century Polish erthographic practices should also be considered in the analysis of cspecially
ESlk documents, and may shed some light on the apparent random distribution of o , go , 1 reflexes in this
section.  Although the phonological development of long ¢ produced & > ¢ > u in Polish, the orthographic
representation has remained to this day a form of \he grapheme <o > {modemn Polish orthography wses < 6 >,
¢.g. *mojb > muj = <mdbj>). Sixicenth century Polish treatises on orthography used <o0>, <d> , <6 >
(with other slight variations) to represent the close /g / phoneme (phonetically somewhere between o and
i, and in some cases already approaching & in the [6th century, deperxding on the dialect). Therefore the large
number of ¢ reflexes attested in the ESIK texts may simply reflect 16th century Polish orthography and thus
be ambiguous regarding the actual phonetic value of the vowel they represent. One argurnent against such an
mierpretation involving Polish orthography is the fact that there is not 2 single anestation of the Polish discritic
graphemes < 0> or <6 > in any of the texts under investigation. Moreover, despile the recommendations
in the onthographic treatises, it is not uncommen to find alse the grapheme < w > used 10 represent this same
f o/ in 16th century Polish wexts {see Sticber 1973, 95). See Urbaficzyk and Olesch 1983 for a discussion of
16th century Polish orthographic practices and reprint editions of originat 16th century Polish orthographic
treatises.
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Examples: (> i) <opitowany> (A sg.), <pozdraweny> (A sg.),
<swedomy> (A sg.), znany {A sg.)

(> e) <skonczeme> (N sg.), <naczynye> (A sg.), <sscescye> (A sg.),
<zdrawye> (A sg.), <znanie> (A sg.)

Nominal and verbal (inf. and n-p.) stems with long Z also show a mixture of the reflexes
i and e. The e reflexes are in the majority in these forms, but there is also a significant
nuwmber of examples with the i reflex. Both reflexes occur throughout the territory and in
essenbially all antested positions, however there is generally consistent use of a single reflex n

individual texts. Agam there is no discermible distribution pattern of any type.

Examples: (>1) <unystos, <mity>, <niewyczie>, <porozumy(m):,
<przyrzykayg>, <wirw>, <zabyrati>, <zribe>
(> e} <mety>, <myesle>, <rozvinie>, <wieme>, <zamiessena>

It is interesting to note that there are also four random instances of an a reflex in these
forms that contained an original long #: <dzyathkamy> (BartoSovce 1554), <wiare>
(Brezovica n. Tor. 1564), <biale> (Brezovica n. Tor. 1567), <math> (Makovica 1579b). The
verb <math> can be ascribed to Slk developments, while the other three forms undoubtediy
illustrate Pol influence.

Pauliny states that the final development of ¢ > je > i was still in progress in the n-wESIk
and eESIk regions in the 16th century: “The first attestations of the change ie > | are from the
16th century” (1963, 265), and “The change . . . je> i took place in the 16th century™ (1963,
267). This would explain the occurrence of both e and i reflexes in the n-wESIk and ¢ESIk
texts. However, it might be expected that the progress of this change in the course of the 16th
century would be reflected by a greater number of { reflexes in the later texts. Such is not the
case, in fact the ratio of e to i reflexes {from original ¢ only, since *-aje is not expected to
yield an i reflex) remains relatively stable in the n-wESIk and eESlk texts throughout the peried

under investigation.

Ratio of e 0 § reflexes (< &) in n-wESIk and ¢ESlk texts

perod
1530-59 8 6 4
1560-79 9 5 3
158G-92 9 7 2

As discussed in the section in Chapter I1 on orthography, early 16th century Cz

orthographic practices were conservative in the representation of the reflexes from this
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phonological development. The grapheme <ie> was still in use at the beginning of the 16th
century (alongside <i> ) despite the completion of the phonological change ¢ > jé>{ inCz
before the end of the 15th century. Thus, instances of the grapheme <ie> in texts before 1550
could be interpreted either as an archaic representation of § or as an accurate representation of
f# . The possible ambiguity of the grapheme <ie> does not play a crucial role in this porton of
the study, however, since there are only two pre-1550 texts in the ESIk corpus, neither of

which contains an instance of <ie>,

6) diphthongization of long & /C"__ (150 forms)
This development is expected to produce a single # reflex throughout all of ESlk, and that

is essentially what is attested in the texts. There are only 11 exceptions exhibiting an aw/ou

diphthong reflex, that are scattered randomly throughout the territory.

Examples: (> &) <budu> (3rd pl. fut.), <celu> (A sg. f. adj.), <cztuczi> (PrAP),
<drogv> (I sg. £.), <kupyl>, <mnv> (I sg. pron.},
<mudrosc>, <poruczam>, <predstupil>, <pritisnut>,
<sluZiti>, <sobu> (I refl. pron.}, <sw>, <svssiedom>,
<welyku> (I sg. f. adj.)

{> au/ou) <prisahau> (I sg. f.), <przystaupili>, <scbow> (I refl. pron.),
<sau>, <swau> {A sg. f. adj.), <tobow> (I sg. pron.)

As has been seen elsewhere in ESIK, for this feature there are also examples of a nasal
reflex in the texts. Again, a large percentage of these examples (5 of 12) come from the text
BartoSovce 1554 and can be treated as a peculianty of that text. The other 7 examples occur in
a single lexeme and one PrAP form in only three areas and therefore cannot be regarded as a

general phenomenon.

Examples: <szgsiedzi> (Brezovica n. Tor, 1564); <sasiadt> (Brezovica n. Tor. 1567)
<sansziadowy>, <szansiadouy> {Plavec 1587)

<sasyady>, <sasyadam> (Dubovica 16th c. a);
<bedaczemy> (Dubovica 16th ¢. b}

Omnce more it ts necessary to consider 16th century Cz orthographic practices when
analyzing the textual reflexes of long  in the ESIk corpus. As mentioned in the section in
Chapter I ont orthography. the change & > ay > oy was completed in Cz by the end of the
15th century, but the grapheme <au> did not prevail over <u> in the representation of guw/ou
until the middle of the 16th century. Thus the grapheme <u> could denote both &4 and aw/ou
in texts from the first haif of the century. This 1ssue is not crucial in the analysis of the ESIk
texts, however, since they exhibit almost exclusively the <u> grapheme whether considering
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texts before 1550 (86% u-forms), texts from 1550 onward (93% u-forms), or the entire
corpus (93% u-forms). The forms in <u> that occur from 1550 onward can generally be

interpreted as representing & ; and there are only two ESlk texts from before 1550 that account
for only seven examples of C' (with one ou reflex).

7} assibilationof d/__j (17 forms)

The ESlk data for this feature are somewhat limited, however they do present a reasonable
geographical and chronological distribution. The expected reflex for all of ESlk is 3. Twelve
of the 17 attested forms exhibit a 3 reflex, but the other five textual examples show a z refiex.

There is no discernible geographical, chronological or grammatical pattern in the distribution of
the reflexes.

Exsmples: (> 3} <medzi>, <tzudzemu>, <Urodzonym:>
(>7) <mezy>, <Urozenym>

B) assibilation of &, ¢/_é,§,e, b, ¢ (ie, all front vowels) (140 d-forms, 420 r-forms)
ayd/_é,i,e,b,¢
An assibilated reflex ( 3} is expecied from the sequence d+front vowel everywhere in
ESlk. An almost even ratio of assibilated and non-assibilated reflexes 1s found in the texts.
Both reflexes are found throughout the territory and in essentially all attested positions, hence

there does not seem to be any type of distributional patterning of either 3 or z.

Examples: (> d) <wedel> (-dé-), <chodil> (-di-), <dewecz> (-de-),
<dein> (-db-), <diekwgy> (-d¢-}

(>3 <wiedziec> (-dé-), <niechodzil> (-di-), <dzewec> (-de-},
<dzen> (-dy-), <Lyvdzmy> (-dp-), <vydadza> (-de- ; 3rd plnp.)

byt/_é&,i,e,b,¢

An assibilated reflex { ¢ ) is expected from the sequence t+front vowel everywhere in
ESlk. Again an almost even ratio of assibilated and non-assibilated reflexes is found in the
texts. As with d+front vowel . both reflexes from r+from vowel are found throughout the
territory and in essentially all attested positions. There does not appear to be any geographical,
chronological, grammatical or phonological pattern for the distribution of either reflex.

Examples: (> 1) <myeste> (-té-; L sg. n.), <wiplatyl> (-ti-), <prytele> {-re-),
<Otecz> (-tp-), <ssest> (-t5-}, <obteznosty> (-1¢-)
(>¢) «<disciex> (-#4- : L sg. m.), <zaplaczyl> (-fi-), <praczele> (-te-),
<ssesc> {-1h-), <czeskey> (-re-)
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As stated in each discussion of 4, r+front vowel | the issue of consonantal softness in this
environment will not be addressed here, the only concem of this section being the presence or
absence of assibilatzon. The softness of consonants was not consistently marked in the texis of
this period. It would therefore be difficult to determine accurately the extent to which the
presence or absence of softness in any given text was due to phonological changes or simply to
tnadequacies of orthography.

9) palatalizationof r/_¢é,4i,e,5, ¢, J (i.e, all front vowels and /) (320 forms)
This process is expected to produce a hard r refiex everywhere in the ESlk territory,

however the textual data show a mixture of hard » and soft 7 reflexes.

Examples: (>r) <potrebu> {(-ré-), <priczini> (-ri-), <pohrebu> (-re-),
<poradtkom> (-re-), <pisar> (-rj-)
(> 7) «<dobrze> (-ré-; adv.}, <przyssel> {-ri-),
<sffagrze> (-re- ; V sg. m.), <pissarz> (-rf-}

The individual texts generally contain only one of the two reflexes. Seventeen of the texts
contain exclusively, or almost exclusively the r reflex (r-only texts), while 11 of them contain
exclusively, or almost exclusively the 7 reflex (F-only texts). Only three texts contain both r
and F reflexes (mixed texts). All but one of the #-only texts are located in four towns in
n-wESlk: Brezovican. Tor., Dubovica, Plaved, Krés. Liika. The towns Brezovica n. Tor.,
Dubovica and Plaved exhibit consistent 7 in all texts, while Kris. Lika hzs one F-only text and
two r-only texts. This could indicate a possible geographical distribution pattern for the F
reflex. Otherwise, there is no indication of a chronological, grammatical or phonological
distribution pattern for either of the reflexes.

As in the previous chapters, in the ESIKk texts there are instances of a 7 reflex in
environments where it was phonologically unjustified or had already been removed by analogy
(in Cz and/or Pol). There are 13 such forms here that occur in only three texts {(Plaved 1532a,
Plaveg 1532b, RoZzkovany 1575). The two texts from Plavel are F-only texts whiie the text

from RoZkovany is an r-only text.

Examples: <brzater>, <dobrze> (A sg. n. adj.), <kterzeho> (G sg. m. adj.),
<starze> (A pl. m. ad}.}, <werzne>, <wirzoszwmiel>
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Summary analysis of the attested ESIk reflex patterns

1) vocalization of strong 5 and 5

The vocalization of the jers in ESIk is expected to produce a regionaily and phonologically
conditioned distribution of ¢ and o reflexes, however the texts exhibit a nearly consistent ¢
reflex throughout the territory. This could indicate that the e reflex spread from the ESIk
regions and forms where 1t occured naturally to those regions and forms that onginally
contained the o reflex. However, in both Cz and Pol a single e reflex is expected from thes
vocalization of both jers. Therefore the attested distribution could also reflect either the Cz or
the Pol norm.

2) development of syllabic r and } (and related CraC and Cl3C)

a) syllabic 7 (and related CrsC)

In ESlk, r and CraC arc expected to produce several different reflexes in complementary
distribution, with all the expected reflexes exhibiting the common feature of a vocalic element
accompanying the liguid. The texts exhibit a seemingly random mixture of syllabic r and Vr
reflexes that does not appear to follow any pattemn of distribution.

b) syllabic | (and related ClzC )

In ESIk, { and CIsC are also expected to produce several different reflexes in
complementary distribution, again always with the common feature of a vocalic element
accompanying the liquid. Nearly all the attested forms, except those from the borrowed root
*mjv- , reflect the expected ESIk developments. This could indicate the natural development of
an ESIk phonological norm. It could also indicate the presence of the Pol norm which
coincides with ESIk for the attested forms {minus the borrowed root *mfv- ). However the
textual data, including the root *mfv- not covered by the ESik or Pol developments, also

follow the expected Cz pattern. Therefore it is also possible that the textual distribution reflects
the presence of the Cz norm.

3) fronting and raising of long and short & ,e/C"_C',C'_#

a)long d

Long 4 is expected to develop consistently into an a reflex in ESIk. The texts show a
mixture of ¢, i, ija reflexes with a slight majority of the attested forms contairung the §
reflex. The ija reflex occurs only in the root *prija- |, but there is otherwise no discemible

geographical, chronological, grammatical or phonological distribution pattern for any of the
three reflexes.
b) short a

Short a is expected to develop a pattem of complementary distnbution of g and ¢
reflexes for the entire ESIK temritory, and that is essentially what is attested in the texts. Since a
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consistent pattern of complementary distribution is expected for the entire territory and that is
what is attested, this feature appears to reflect the natural development of an ESik norm.
4) fronting of long and short i, u/C"__

A uniform u reflex is expected everywhere in the ESIK temitory from this development.
The texis show both an 4 and an i reflex distributed throughout the territory without any
apparent geographical, chronological, grammatical or phonological pattern.

5) diphthongization of long ¢ and ¢

a)long &

Long & is expected to produce regionally varied reflexes in ESLk. The various regional
reflexes are attested, but not according to the anticipated distribution. The attested distnbution
shows no apparent pattern of any type.

b} long ‘£

Long ¢ 1s also expected to produce regionally varied reflexes in ESIK. Again these various
regional reflexes are attested, but not according to the anticipated distribution. The distribution
seen in the texts exhibits no discemible geographical, chronological, grammatical or
phonological patiening of the reflexes.

6) diphthongization of long &/ C°__

An u reflex is expected throughout ESlk, and that is essentially what is attested in the texts.
Since the uniform reflex that was expected for the entire territory is attested in the texts, this
would appear to indicate the natural development of an ESlk norm. However, the expected Pol
reflex is also u , therefore the textual distribution may also reflect the presence of the Pol norm.
) asstbilation of d/___§

The 3 reflex expected everywhere in the ESlk temmitory is exhibited by the majority of the
textual exarmnples, however there is also a fair number of forms that exhibit a z reflex. There
does not seem to be any geographical, chronological or grammatical distribution pattern for
cither the 7 orthe z reflex.

8) assibilationof &,¢/ _¢é,71,¢e, 5, ¢ {ic.. all front vowels)

ayd/__é.i,e. b, e

A consistent assibilated reflex is expected from the development of d+front vowel
everywhere in ESlk. However, both assibilated and non-assibilated reflexes occur with nearly
equal frequency in the texts. Neither reflex appears to follow any specific distnbution pattern.

byr/i_é.1.¢.8,¢

A consistent assibilated reflex is also expected from the development of t+front vowel
everywhere in ESLk. Again, both assibilated and non-assibilated forms occur in almost equal
numbers in the texts and there is no discernible pattem of distribution of any type for either

reflex,
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9) palatalizationof r/__€,i,e.5,¢,j (i.c., all front vowels and j)
A hard r is the expected ESIk reflex from » in a softening environment, however the texts

exhibit both hard r and soft # reflexes. Aside from a possible geographical grouping of 2
large portion of the ¥ reflexes, there does not seem to be any patteming of any type in the
distribution of either the r orthe 7 reflex.

The nine short analysis sections above have again been summarized in tabular form below.
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Unlike the tables in the MSIk, WSIk and CS1k chapters which showed some evidence for a
developing interdialectal phonological norm in the texts from those dialect regions, the table
here shows fairly strong evidence against such development in the ESIK texts. The reflexes of
nine features, ¢, d,Clitu ,6,°¢ ,df ,d', ¢, r', do not exhibit any clear patterns in their
distribution in the texts {aside from a possible geographical grouping of the reflexes from r’ ).

For those few features that do exhibit consistent patterns of reflexes throughout the
territory, the question is once more to what that consistency should be ascnbed. The reflexes of
C'id seem to show a naturally developed ESlk pattern, however, the attested pattern could also
have come from Pol. The same is true of the reflexes of |, however the situation is
complicated here by the fact that the attested distribution reflects not only the expected ESlk and
Pol patterns, but also the expected pattern for Cz. The reflexes of #/5 show a distribution that
could have ansen by internal leveling within ESIk. Again, however, this distribution could be
the result of the extemnal influence of either Pol or Cz. Only the pattem exhibited by the
reflexes of @ might be considered as the clear result of the natural development of ESIk.

Thus, of the 4 features that show consisient interdialectal reflex pattemns, all 4 can be
explained by reference to the ESIk model, but 3 can also be explained by reference to the Pol
model. In addition, 2 of the 4 consistent patterns can be explained according to the Cz model.

However, there remain 9 phonological features that do not exhibit clear, uniform reflex patterns
for the entire ESIK territory.
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CHAPTER VIII: SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

The goals of this study, as stated in the introductory chapter, were: (1) to delermine
whether the language of 16th century Slovak administrative-legal texts exhibits consistent
interdialectal phonological pattems or norms, and (2) to ascertain the geographical scope and
the linguistic basis of the interdialectal consistency, if such interdialectal patterning is attested n
the texts. Because the claim has been made that interdialectal Cultural Slovak is manifested in
16th century texts in regional variants, the textual data of this study were analyzed within the
framework of the four major dialect divisions of Slovak: Moravian Slovak, West Slovak,
Central Slovak and East Slovak. This regional approach, considering the data in tncrementally
larger geographical/dialectal areas, permitted a relatively straightforward assessment of the areal
scope and linguistic source of any noted consistency in the phonological reflexes. Moreover, it
enabled a comparative assessment of the relative degree of reflex consistency and a compariscn
of the possible sources of this consistency from region to region. The results of the individual
regional anatyses will first be reviewed here. This review will be followed by a comparative
assessment of the phonological picture in the texts of the four major dialect regions, dealing

with the questions of the areal scope and linguistic source of any interdialectal phonological
consistency atiested in the texts.

Review of the individual regional analyses

Moravian Slovak

In the texts from the MSIk region, 11 of the 13 investigated features exhibit an interdialectal
consistency in distribution. There are two features ( & , C i ) that show no discernible patterns
or consistency, however, specifically these two features were determined to be of limited
diagnostic value primarily because of certain orthographic considerations. Thus, the
investigation of the MSik corpus involves only 11 reliable features, of which all 11 (100%)
exhibit consistent interdialectal pattems in the texts. All 11 (100%) of these consistent features
could be ascribed to the Cz phonological norm, while maximally 8 (73%) could be considered
the possible result of the development of an indigenous MSik interdialectal norm.

West Slovak

In the WSk corpus, 11 of the 13 investigated features (85%) show an interdialectal
consistency in distribution. Of these consistent features in the WSIK texts, 10 (91%) could be
ascribed to the Cz phonological nomm, while maximally 7 (64%) could be considered the
possible result of the development of an indigenous WSk interdialectal norm. There are
2 features in the WSIk corpus that do not show any discemnible patterns in their distributions

(one of which, however, does show signs of development toward a consistent distribution}.
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Central Slovak
The analysis of the CSlk corpus reveals that 9 of the 13 investigated features (69%) show

consistent interdialectal patterns of distribution. Of these consistent features in the CSlk exts,
8 (89%) could be ascribed to the Cz phonological norm, while maximally 4 (44%) could be
considered the possible result of the development of an indigenous CSlk tnterdialectal norm.
There are also 4 featres that do not show consistent patterns in the CSlk corpus.

East Slovak

In the ESIk texts only 4 of the 13 investigated features (31%) show consistent interdialectal
patterns of distribution. Of these consistent features in the ESIk corpus, 2 (50%) could be
ascribed to the Cz phonological norm, while 3 (75%) could be ascribed to the Pol norm. All
4 (100%} could be considered the possible result of the development of an indigenous ESlk
interdialectal norm. However, the majority of the features (9 of 13} do not show consistent

pattemns in the ESIk corpus.
The individual regional analyses have been summarized in the following table:

Summary of individual regional analyses

Sk total consistent consistency Consistency consistency
dialect  investigated interdialectnd follows foliows follows
region features pattems. Cz potm Slk nonn Pel pom
MSIK 11 11 11 8 —
WSIk 13 11 10 7 —_
CSlk 13 9 8 4 —
EStk 13 4 2 4 3

Comparison of the individual regional analyses

Several observations arise from a comparison of the distribution pictures presenied in the
corpora of the four major dialect regions as described above. The first observation is that the
percentage of investigated features exhibiting consistent interdialectal reflex pattems in the texts
gradually declines the farther removed the Slk dialect region is from the Cz language tervitory
(1.e., west —> east). Thus MSik has the highest percentage of features showing consistent
patterns and ESIX the lowest. A second observation is that, although the percentage of those
consistent interdialectal patterns that can be ascribed (o the Cz norm also gradually declines
from west fo east, this gives a somewhat false impression, since in all instances the Cz norm
can account for all but one or two of the consistent pattems {it is simply a matter that the total
number of consistent patterns steadily declines, thus altering the percentage). Moreover, if Pol
is taken into consideration in the ESIk picture, then non-Slk norms can account for all but one
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of the consistent interdialectal patterns in each of the regional corpora, except in MSlk, where
the Cz norm can account for all of the consistent parterns. In fact, 3 consistent patterns in
MSIk. 4 consistent patterns in WSIK. and 5 consistent patterns in CSlk (but none in ESIk) can
be accounted for only by the Cz norm and cannot be atiributed to any sort of indigenous Slk
norm development. Inversely, although some of the patterns accounted for by Cz (or Pol) can
also be accounted for by a Slk normn, none of the consistent interdialectal reflex patterns in
MSIk, and only one consistent reflex pattern in W51k, CS5lk and ESIk can be unequivocally
ascribed exclusively to the development of an indigenous Sk interdialectal nom.

These observations allow for an initial hypothesis that a large percentage of the consistent
interdialectal pattemning found in the texts is due 1n some part to the influence of the literary Cz
norm (along with Pol in ESIk). According to such an interpretation, the inconsistent
distribution of reflexes attested for some features could be the result of incomplete knowiedge
of the Cz {or Pol) norm on the part of the scribes/authors, allowing for greater linguistic
interference from the indigenous Slk linguistic system of the scribes/authors!,

This interpretation of the data is reinforced by certain histonical facts. As was observed
above, the percentage of phonological features exhibiting consistent interdialectal distribution
patterns in the texts decreases the farther removed the Slk dialect region is from the Cz language
territory (west —> east). In this connection it 15 important to note historically that: (a) the
Moravian Slovak territory had long been under the political administration of the Czech state
(Bohemia-Moravia); (b) until the mid 15th century, Cz texts are attested only as far east as West
Slovakia; (c) only from the mid 15th century onward does the use of Cz increase in the
remainder of the Slovak language territory and then only unevenly?. Thus the contact of the
Slovaks with literary Cz during this period was weaker the farther removed the Slk dialect
region was from the Cz language territory. This progressively weaker contact with the literary
Cz norm from west to east parallels the noted decrease from west to east in the percentage of
features that exhibit a consistent distribution pattern. This parallel nature of the historical facts
concermning the use of literary Cz would secem to support the tnitial interpretation, based solely
on the data of this investigation, that the influence of the Cz literary language nomn is largely
responsible for the phonological uniformity attested in the texts.

! This is the most common reasoning given for the penetration of “Slovakisms" into Czech texts and is
alluded to in much of the literature on this issue. See, for example, Varsik 1956c, 85-86 for claboration on this
reasoning.

? As summarized by Pauliny: “As B. Varsik showed (1956, p. 27 and following), literary Czech first
reaches Central and East Slovakia systematically during the period of }dn Jiskra z Brandysa (1440-1462). He
also showed with detailed evidence (op. cit. p. 55) that after Jiskra's departure the use of Czech further
developed chiefly in West Slovakia and northemn Central Slovakia (Liptov), but before the Reformation the use
of litcrary Ceech is more weakly attested in the mining regions of Ceniral Siovakia and in East Slovakia. This
shows that literary Czech . . . penetrated into Slovakia in the 15th and early 16th centurigs with an uneven
effect of the factors that supported its spread™ (1982, 162). See also Varsik 1956 as referred to by Pauliny.
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It was stated above that none of the consistent interdialectal reflex patierns attested in the
MSIk corpus, and only one consistent reflex patiem in the WS1k, CSlk and ESIk corpora, could
be uncquivocally ascribed to the natural formation of an indigenous Slk interdialectal norm.
This means that for WSlk, CSlk and ESlk there is only one phonological feature in cach
regional corpus whose consistent interdialectal pattern can be accounted for exclusively by
phonological development in the Slk region in question, and cannot be accounted for by Cz
{or Pol) phonological development. However, a review of the data shows that there is an
additional number of features in each set of texts (including MSIk) whose consistent
interdialectal distribution could also be ascribed to an indigenous S1k norm, but not exclustvely,
since the attested consistency could also reflect the literary Cz (or Pol) norm. The reason for
this (as noted in each of the individual regional chapters) is that, depending on the phonological
process and the region in question, the expected 16th century reflex patterns for literary Cz
{or Pol) and a given Slk dialect regton are at times partially or even completely identical. For
example,Cz 5> ¢, 5> ¢ vs. WSk &> e, 5> ¢ represents a case of complete identity of the
expected reflex patiems for Cz and WSIk. Thus, the attestation of consistent ¢ reflexes in the
WSlk corpus could be ascribed to either linguistic system with equal validity. Cz 5>e,8> ¢
vs. ESIk 5> ¢, (0), 5> ¢, (0) is a case of partial identity of the expected reflex patterns for
Cz and ESlk. The attestation of consistent e reflexes in the ESlk corpus could thus be
considered as an indication of the Cz norm, or as a generalizing to all environments of the e
reflex found in the majority of environments in the ESIk dialectal pattems. Partial identity of
expected reflex patierns also occurs in instances where there is complete identity between Cz
and certain individual Sik dialects of a region, but not between Cz and the entire Slk dialect
region, for example: Cz 'é> jé > [ vs. w-, c-, e-sWSlk ¢> jé> [ but ne-sWSlk, nWSIk
é>jé> ¢, jé . je. Inthis type of panial identity of expected reflex patterns between Cz and
WSIk, the aftestation of a consistent / reflex in the WSIk texts could reflect the influence of the
literary Cz norm, or it could indicate the spread of the expected w-, c-, 8-sWSIk { reflex to the
ne-sW3SIk and nWSlk areas where #, i¢, je reflexes are expected.

Thus in instances where identical reflex patterns are expected in literary Cz (or Pol) and part
or all of a Slk dialect region, it is not entirely possible to determine whether a consistent
interdialectal reflex pattern attested in the texts from the region is due to the Cz {or Pol) or Slk
phonological system. Some scholars maintain that certain features show consistent patterns of
dismbution (i.c., show an interdialectal norm) in the SIk texts precisely because identical
reflexes were present lo one degree or another in both the literary Cz norm and the indigenous
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Stk phonological system®. According to such a view, consistent distribution pattems showing
an interdialectal norm could be expected to occur in the texts for those phonological
developments that show at leas! partial if not total identity of reflex patterns between literary Cz
and the Slk dialect(s) in question, whereas inconsistent distribution patterns showing no
nterdialectal norm in the texts would be most likely to occur in cases where the Cz reflexes
were not mutually supported by identical reflexes in Stk. These observations again lead to the
interpretation that the consistent patterning present to various degrees in the corpora from the
four Slk dialect regions is due in some part to the influence of the literary Cz norm (along with
Pol in ESlk).

Thus it has been shown that there are certain phonological features in each Slk dialect region
that exhibit consistent distribution patterns, and that the consistency of these patierns seems to
have some basis or support in the Cz phonological system. However, it has also been shown
that the number of features exhibiting consistent patierns varies from region to region —
specifically that the percentage of consistent patterns decreases the farther removed the region is
from the Cz language territory. This brings the discussion to the question of whether there is
strong enough phonological evidence to posit cultural language formation in any of the
individual Slk dialect regions or in the Slk language territory as a whole. The arguments for
and against Cultural Slovak in each of the regional variants will be presented first, foltowed by

a discussion on the validity of the concept of a general Cultural Slovak for the entire Slk
language temitory.

¥ "The influence of Czech on the cultural languape of the Slovak nationality was exerted in phonology
through 1he fact that preference was given precisely to those elements known rot only in the Slovak dialects
(often only in the dialects of West Skovakia or in other dialects otherwise locally limited) but known also in
Czech. Bui precisely because of this backdrop of the Stovak dialects these clements were considered as Slovak
elements, or as bookish elements, typical for the wniten language. Here, for cxample, it is a guestion of forms
with the phonological change ie = { (:dravi, vira) or with the reflex of Common Slavic 3> # (starek,
dobyiek)” (HabovEtiakovd 1972, 129). See also Habovitiakovd 1968a & 1970,

“In the 16th century a certain system begins 1o appear in connection with the use of these waits [i.e., Slovak
traits in texts]. However, this system is generalized very slowly and unclearly. The scribal and in general the
linguistic usage which stabilized in Trnava was decisive for southemn West Slovakia. Characteristic of this
usage was Lhat, of the Czech linguistic traits that were retained, the most firmly retained were those that were
commensurate with the [dialectal phonological] state in southem West Slovakia {for example the namowing
te > { : mirg , by ). rather often — especially in fixed formulas — forms with prekidska, d> e, u> i, were
retained. One can alse consider as influence of the Czech language the fact that obvious dialectal traits, for
example the change ¢ , 4 > ¢, dz , did nol penetraie as a system into the written records™ (Pauliny 1983,
123},

"Often Czech played the role of a distinctive filter in the formation of the norm of the *West Slovak cultural

interdialect’ and "helped select’ the linguistic forms from among the rather large number of West Slovak and
even Central Stovak elements . . . (Lifanov 1989, 44),
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Regional cultural language formation
Moravian Slovak

Sik total consistent consistency CONsistency CONSLSIENCyY
diatect  investigated interdialectad follows follows follows
Rgion features patiems Cz gomm Sk potm Pol norm
MSik 11 11 11 8 —_

It is clear that the corpus of texts from the MSlk region exhibits an interdialectal
phonological norm for the features investigated in this study. All 11 of the features that can be
considered reliable show consistent interdialectal pattemns of distribution in the texts under
investigation. Because many of the phonological developments under investigation produced
either partially or completely identical reflexes for both Cz and MSIK, it is difficult to determine
to which linguistic system the attested textual interdialectal consistency shouid be ascribed. It is
necessary to remember, however, that all 11 consistent patterns can be ascribed to the literary
Cz norm, while only 8 can be accounted for by MSIk. Moreover, 3 of the 11 consistent
patterns (27%) can only be accounted for by the literary Cz norm, while there are no consistent
patterns that can be exclusively ascribed 1o MSlk developments. Thus, it seems likely that the
attested interdialectal phonological norm of the texts is, in fact, Czech. This conclusion is
supported by the historical fact that the MSIk territory had long been under Cz political control
(Bohemia-Moravia).

West Slovak
Slk total consistent consistency conststency consistency
dialecy  investigated inerdialectal follows follows follows
Egion features paticms Cz norm Slk norm Po] nerm
W5Slk 13 11 10 7 —_

Itis clear that the corpus of texts from the WSIk region exhibits an interdialectal
phonclogical norm for the features investigated in this study. The percentage of features
exhibiting consistent pattemns in the WSIk corpus (11/13 = 85%) is lower than in the MSlk
corpus. However, of the two features that do not show consistent interdialectal distmibution in
the WSlk texts,one (r/__¢é,i, e, b, ¢.j)shows signs of development toward a consistent
distribution, which would raise the percentage of consistent features to a statistically convincing
12/13 =92%. Asin MSIK, in W5lk many of the phonological developments under
mvestigation produced reflexes either partially or completely identical to the reflexes produced
m Cz. Thus it is again difficult to determine to which linguistic system the attested textual
interdialectal consistency should be ascribed. In the case of WSIk it is important to note that,
although there are 4 consistent pattems that can only be ascribed to the Cz norm, there is also
one consistent pattern that can only be the result of indigenous Sk dialectal development
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{two, if the feature r/__¢&,i,e, b, €,/ can, in fact, be shown to be developing a consistent
distribution). Thus, the imerdialectal phonological norm attested m the WSIk corpus exhibits a
mixed base of Cz phonology and WS1k phonology. This mixed interdialectal phonological
norm could be called a type of Cultural West Slovak.

Central Slovak
Sk total consistent consistency COMSIstency consistency
dialect investigated interdialectal follows follows follows
region features patems Cz nomm Slk norm Pol nomm
CSlk 13 9 8 4 —

It is not entirely clear whether the corpus of texts from the CSIk region exhibits an
interdialectal phonological norm for the features investigaled in this study. Viewed statistically,
the evidence is not completely convincing, since only 9 of the 13 investgated features (69%)
exhibit consistent interdialectal distribution pattemns in the CSlk corpus. In considenng the 9
consistent patterns, it is important to note that, although there are 5 consistent patlemns that can
only be ascribed to the Cz norm, there is also one consistent pattern that can only be the result
of indigenous Slk dialectal development (two, if the feature ¢, Crzl is viewed as distinctly
CS1k on the basis of only three forms distinguishing the CSlk dialect pattemn from the Cz
norm). Thus, although the aitested evidence for a CSlk interdialectal phonological norm is
weak, there is a base of interdialectal phonological consistency in the CSlk texts that seems to
exhibit a mixture of Cz phonology and C5lk phonology. Based on this CSlk evidence and a
comparison with the seemingly similar but more advanced state in WSIKk, it can be concluded
that there is a nascent Cultural Central Slovak exhibited in the CSlk corpus of this investigation,
developing on a mixed base of Cz phonology and CSlk phonology.

East Slovak
Slk total consistent consistency consistency consistency
dialect  investigated interdialecial follows follows follows
=0 features patiems Cz norm, Sik norm Pol norm
ESlk 13 4 2 4 3

It is clear that the corpus of texts from the ESlk region does not exhibit an interdialectal
phonological norm for the features investigated in this study. The number of consistent
interdialectal distribution patterns exhibited in the ESlk texts is so low (4/13 = 31%) that it does
not seem as though there is even a base of phonological consistency that might be considered
indicative of a nascent or developing Cultural East Slovak. In contrast to the other three
regions, where there was a fair number of consistent patterns that could only be attributed to the
Cz norm, in ESIk none of the 4 consistent patterns can be ascribed exclusively to either Cz or
Pol (it will be remembered that Pol played the same role in ESlk as Cz did in the entire Slk
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temmitory). On the other hand, there is one consistent interdhalectal pattemn that can only be the
result of indigenous Slk dialectal development. However, because there are 9 features that do
not show consistent interdialectal distribution patterns in the ESlk corpus, the evidence does not
even support the existence of a nascent Cultural East Slovak in the present corpus.

Thus, based on the 16th century texrual data, it appears that the MSlk corpus shows the Cz
norm, the WSIk corpus shows a fairly clear interdialectal phonological norm (on a mixed base
of Cz and Slk features), the CStk corpus shows a developing interdialectal phonological norm
(on a mixed base of Cz and Slk features), and the ESlk corpus shows no interdialectal
phonological norm development.

These interpretations, derived solely from the present phonological investigation, are
consistent with the historical facts. Moravian Slovakia had long been under the political
administration of the Czech state (Bohemia-Moravia), where literary Cz had already served as a
language of official wniting for several centuries. With the invasion of the Turks and the
political realignment after the annexation of Slovakia into the Habsburg Empire at the beginning
of the 16th century, West Slovakia was relatively more stable than were Central or East
Slovakia throughout the 16th century. This relatively high degree of stability in the West
Slovak region was advantageous for social, political and economic integration, and thus for
creating the sociolinguistic condittons that would further the formation and development of an
interdialectal language form. The lesser degrees of stability in Central and especially East
Slovakia caused generally stower progress toward integration there. This slowed the creation
of sociolinguistic conditions that would have been more favorable for interdialectal linguistic

development in those regions?.

* “In the 16th and [ 7th centurics, West Slovakia was relatively the most peaceful region of Slovakia. In
connection with this, the conditions were also created bere for the nse and development of the formation that we
cafl Cultural West Slovak. Central Slovakia {that is the districts 1hat were 5ot under Turkash control, thus not
Gemer, Novohrad, and part of Hont) had intensive solidarity dunng the period of the anti-Turkish bartles. It
seemns that it was duning this period that the basically uniform type of the Central Slovak dialects was fixed in
the districts of Turiec (with northemn Nitra), Liptov, Zvolen, Tekov, and the western part of Hont. This region
as a unit very aclively participated in the battles against the Turks in defense of the mining cities. . .. This
unity is striking especially in the Zvolen, Tekov, and Hont districts. This Central Slovak dialectal type
[created in these unified districts] was the basis for the formation that we call Cultural Central Slovak. . . .
The mtegration of West and Central Slovakia as a whole is clear and relatively sirong at this time. The
ntegration of East Slovakia into the Slovak whole in the 16th and 171h centuries was weaker. Mumerous
factors were at work here. It was significant that between Central and East Slovakia there was the SpiE German
barrier in the north and the tewmitory occupied by the Turks in the south. Besides that the East Slovak districts
leaned toward Transylvania in questions of power and toward Poland in trade contacts ar that time” (Pauliny
1983, 103-4).

**After the invasion of the Turks in Lower Hungary in the 16th century and in view of the numerous class
inswrrections in the 17th century, the relatively most peaceful part of Slovakia was in West Slovakia. For this
rcason. in the E6th-18th centuries Cultural West Slovak spread the mest™ (Pauliny 1980, 20).
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Interregional cultural language formation

This leaves the question of whether there is evidence in the texts of this investigation for the
existence of a general interdialectal phonological norm valid for most or all of the Slk language
territory in the 16th century. The MSIk region will henceforth be left out of the discussion, as it
has been determined with a fair degree of certainty that the norm attested in the texts from
Moravian Slovakia is the Cz norm. As has been seen, the number of phonological features
exhibiting consistent patterns, and thus also the specific individual features exhibiting such
patters, differ from region to region in the remaining three Slovak dialect regions (WSIK,
CSlk. ESWk). This fact does not nullify the possibility of an interdialectal phonological norm
that had validity for a larger, interregional portion of the 16th century Slk language territory.
As has been discussed, Cultural Slovak is considered to have existed in regional variants,
which implies variation in both the relative degree of the norm and the specific phonological
make-up of the norm from region to region. The question then is whether there is a smaller set
of core phonological features that exhibit consistent distribution of the same reflexes in the texts
throughout the Slk language temitory, and that as such can be considered representative of an
interregional Cultural Slovak norm in the 16th century.

The following sections will examine each of the phonological features of this investgation
individually across the entire Slk language temmitory (excluding MSIK as noted above) to
determine whether there is a smaller set of these features that show invariant interregional
consistency of reflexes and can be considered the core of a general Cultural Slovak. The
patteming of the individual features across the three dialect regions will be examined firse,
followed by an assessment of which features might be considered core features of a general
Cultural Slovak, based on their interregional patterns.

1) vocalization of srong % and 5

The textually attested forms containing reflexes from vocalized jers show the same
consistent reflex pattem {® > ¢ ; 5> €) in each of the three Slk dialect regions under
consideration.

2a) development of syllabic r {and related CrsC )

The textually atiested forms containing reflexes from syllabic r (and Cr3C ) show the
same consistent pattern of reflexes (r > r ; &r- > der- ; CrpC > CpC ) in WSIk and CSIk, but
show no discernible consistency of reflexes in ESIk.

2b) development of syllabic | (and related CisC )

The textually attested forms containing reflexes from syilabic § {and C/5C ) show the same
consistent pattern: of reflexes (' > [/ labials___; [ > Iu in all other textually attested

environments) in each of the three Slk dialect regions under consideration.
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3a) fronting and raising of long 4/C"__C", C'_#

The texmally attested forms containing reflexes from long 4 in a soft environment show
essentially the same consistent pattern of reflexes (d > ) in W81k and CSlk®, but show no
discernible consistency of reflexes in ESlk.

3b) fronting and raising of short ¢/ C'_C',C"_#

The textually attested forms containing reflexes from short ¢ in a soft environment show
essentially the same consistent pattern of reflexes (2 > e/a) in WSlk and CSIk. The forms
with original short a in the ESlk corpus also show a fairly consistent patterning of reflexes
(@ > ela), but the distnbution attested in ESlk differs from the distnbution attested in the other
two TEgIons.

4) fronting of long and short &, L/ C___

The textually attested forms containing reflexes from long and short ¥ in a soft
environment show the same consisient pattern of reflexes (4 > i) in WS1k and CSlk, but
show no discernible consistency of reflexes in ESIk.

5a) diphthongization of long &

The textually attested forms containing reflexes from long & do not show any consistent
patterning of reflexes in any of the three Slk regions under consideration.

5b) diphthongtzation of long ¢

The textually attested forrns containing reflexes from long ¢ show a consistert pattern of
reflexes (6 > ) only in WSIK. There is no discernible consistency of reflexes in the CSIk® and
ESlk corpora.

6) diphthongization of long 4/ C"__

The textually attested forms containing reflexes from long u in a hard environment show
the same consistent reflex pattern (4 > &} in each of the three Slk dialect regions under
consideration.

7} assibilationof d/__ §

The textually artested forms containing reflexes from the sequence d+j show a consistent

pattern of reflexes (dj > z) only in WSlk. There is no discernible consistency of reflexes in the
CSlk and ESIk corpora.

* It should be remembered that the attested forms from the stem *prsjatel- do not show the consistency of
reflexes exhibited by the other forms with original long 4 in the texts. Since a single stem is involved here,
the inconsistency in the forms of *prejarel- is regarded as a peculiarity of the individual lexical items derived
from this one particular stem. This inconsistency is therefore not considered significant for the results of this
investigation.

& It is interesting to note that there is consistency in the CSlk corpus in the development '€ > § in the
specific instances of ¢ from contraction in the N/A sg., D pl. endings of neuter nouns in *-sje | *-bstvije ,
¢.g. *ssdorveje (NJA sg.) > zdravi . However, the other mstances of 4 in the CSik corpus do not show this
same consisterky, hence the feature as a whole is not considered to show norm development here.
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8a) assibilation of 2/ é,i,¢e, 5, ¢ (i.e, all front vowels)

The textvally antested forms containing reflexes from the sequence d+fronr vowel show the
same consistent pattem of reflexes (d > 4) in WSlk and CS1k, but show no discernible
consistency of reflexes in ESLk.

8b) assibilationof ¢/__é.,i,e. 5, e (i.e., all front vowels)

The textually attested fonns containing reflexes from the sequence t+front vowe! show the

same consistent pattern of reflexes (¢t > r) in WSlk and CSIk, but show no discernible
consistency of reflexes in ESlk.

9) palatalizationof r/___&.7,¢.5,¢.j (te., all front vowels and j)

The textually attested forms containing reflexes from the sequence r+front vowel, j do not
show any consistent patterning of reflexes in any of the three Slk regions under consideration.
The WSlk corpus does show a tendency toward a consistent pattern of reflexes (r > r} if only
forms from the second half of the century are considered.

The results of the examination of the individual features across the W51k, CSlk and ESlk
regions have been summanzed in the table below. An “X" in the column of a dialect region
indicates that the feature in question shows a consistent interdialectal pattern in that dialect

region. [t is to be understood that, where multiple dialect regions are marked for consistency of
a single feature, the consisient reflex pattemn of that feature is identical in each of the regions

marked (with the single exception of short @ in ESlk).

Ceographical scope of consistent interdialectal reflex paiterns in the corpus

Wik Cslk ESIk
D X
2a)
2b) |
3a) 4
3b) a
4) Chifu
Sa) 6
5by "é
6 Cu
7} dj
Ba) d°
8b) ¢
D r (X)

* the consistent distribution of reflexes in ESIk does not follow the same pattern as the consistent
distribution attested in WSIk and CSlk

X

x*

P I A
P S e

X
X

e ol e e

{ )possible but inconclusive evidence for a consistent distribution of reflexes for this particular feature
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The question posed at the beginning of this section was whether there was a smaller set of
these features that showed invanant interregional consistency of reflexes and could be
considered the core of a general Cultural Slovak phonological norm. As can be seen in the
table, there are three features ( 5/5, [, C ' ) that show identical consistency in their reflex
pattemns throughout the entire Slk language temitory under consideration here (recalling that
MSIk was not considered here since it was determined that the MSlk corpus exhibits the Cz
norm). Thus there seems to be a small set of 3 invariant core features with validity in the entire
Slk language territory that could be considered the base of an interregional Culwural Slovak
phonological norm. A fourth feature { 2 ) also shows consistency of reflexes in all three dialect
regions, however the pattemns of distribution are not identical in each of the regions. This
feature might illustrate the regional variation claimed to be characteristic of Cultural Slovak. At
this point, however, the evidence from the ESlk corpus ceases to support a proposed general
Cuitural Slovak phonological norm, since the four features just discussed are the only four
features that exhibit interdialectal consistency of reflex distribution in the ESIk texts. It should
be remembered here that the individual regional assessment of cultural language formation in
the ESlk dialect region determined that the EStk textual evidence did not support the existence
of a regional cultural language form in East Slovakia.

Considering only the WSlk and CSlk material, there are further features that show
consistent interdialectal patterning of identical reflexes in both regions. In fact, all 9 fearres
that show consistent reflex patterns in CSlk (/6,1 .} . d.,a,Cita ,C4 . d', £ )} also show
those same patterns in WSlk. Thus for the larger combined area of WSlk and CSlk there
appears to be a fairly substantial set of invanant core featires representing an interregional
Culwral Slovak phonological norm. Of this set of 9 features, 8 (89%) could be ascribed to the
Cz phonological norm, while maximally 6 (67%) could be considered the possibie result of the
development of an indigenous W/CSIk interdialectal norm (of which only 1 could
unequivocally be ascribed to the development of an indigenous W/CSlk norm). This leads back
to the question conceming the interaction of the Cz norm and the Sk dialects in the selection of
the phonological features that constituted this interregional (W/CSIk) Cultural Slovak norm.

Interaction of the literary Cz norm and the Slk dialects in the formation of
Cultural Slovak

According to the view of some scholars discussed previously, the selection of the
phonological features of Cultural Slovak was based partly on mutual support between reflexes
that were identical in both the Cz norm and at least part of a Skk dialect region. Regional
variation in Cultural Slovak could then be explained, in part, by the fact that each Sik dialect

region had different phonological reflexes (and hence a different number of reflexes) that
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coincided with and supported identical reflexes in the Cz norm?. According to the same view,
an invariant core feature of Cultural Slovak exhibiting consistent distribution of the same
reflex{es) on an interregional basis could then be expected to arise when phonological
development produced a similar reflex pattern in each of the Slk dialect regions that coincided
with and supported the Cz norm in each region.

It is true that 10 of the 11 consistent interdialectal reflex pattems attested in the WSIk texts
could arguably have arisen because the Cz patterns that they exhibit were mutually supported
by identical reflexes in the WSk dialects. There is either complete identity or strong partial
identity of the expected reflex patterns in Cz and the Wik dialects from the following 6
developments: 1) the vocalization of the strong jers; 2a) & 2b) development of syllabic
and | (at least for the attested environments); 5b) diphthongizaton of long ¢,
8a & 8b} assibilation of d, ¢ before front vowels. However, this interpretation of mutual
support is highly unlikely in the other 4 instances because of the marginal status
{geographically and/or phonologically) of the specific WSIk reflexes that would have been the
supporting partners for the corresponding Cz reflexes in those instances. For the 4 processes:
3a & 3b) fronting and raising of long and short £, ¢ in a soft environment; 4) fronting of
long and short i, u in a soft environment; 7) assibilation of 4 before j, identity of reflexes
is expected only between Cz and the w-sWSIk dialect area, and even then the distribution of the
identical reflexes is limited within w-sWSIk. It is difficult to support the view that a reflex (or
reflexes) that existed in limited environments in only one WSIk dialect area had a sufficiently

strong posttion in the linguistic structure of the entire WSlk dialect region to act as a base of

7 This view could be used to explain the apparently more advanced state of cultural language formation in
the WSlk texts (vis-i-vis the CSlk texts) that was noted here in the section on “Regional cultural languape
formation”. The W5Ik dialects stand linguistically closer to Cz than the CSlk dialects and would thus have
had more [6th century phonological reflexes that coincided with and supported identical Cz reflexes than did
the CSik dialects. Hence, according to this view, the WSIK texts would be expected to exhibit more consistent
features that were due to mutval support between literary Cz and W1k dialect reflexes. In speaking about the
formartion of the language used in written documents in Slovakia after the 15th century Habovitiakovd states:
“In this process of a broader use of Slovak in Slovak documents an important role was played by West
Slovakia, in which there were important econemic and cultural centers and which stoed, also from a linguistic
aspect, the closest to Czech. And precisely for this reason, in coanection with the development of indigenous
Slovak, more accurately West Slovak, written means, thus in connection with the creation of so-cailed Cultural
West Slovak, the model of Czech came to be used. It is true that the use of those traits, in which Slovak (or a
part of the Slovak dialects) ‘coincided’ with Czech, was different in the individual regional vanants of the

cultural language. It was not a question here of a fixed set of traits and the consistent application of those
traits" {Habov3tiakovd 1977, 119).
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support for the adoption of a specific feature into a region-wide interdialectal norms3.

Morcover, there is a counter-example to this view to be found in process 5a) diphthongization
of long &, where there is again identity of expected reflexes only between Cz and the w-sWSIk
dialect area, but no clear WSlk interdialectal patiern based on the identical Cz/w-sWSIk reflex is
attested in the texts. The remaining consistent reflex pattern in the texts is from the process:

6} diphthongization of long # (in a hard environment). The expected reflexes from this
phonological development are not at all identical between Cz and WSIk, however, a consistent
reflex pattem is attested in the WSlk corpus, based on the WSk dialectal reflex. The same is
true for the process: 9) palatalization of r before front vowels and j, if it is considered that
the later texts of the corpus exhibit a tendency toward consistent patterning of reflexes. In this
case again there is no identity of expected reflexes between Cz and WSIK, however, there is a
tendency toward a consistent reflex pattem attested in the WSk texts, based on the WS1k
dialectal reflex.

In the CSIk corpus, 7 of the @ consistent reflex patiems atiested in the texts could arguably
have ansen because the Cz patterns that they exhibit were mutually supported by identical
reflexes in the CSlk dialects. There is cither complete identity or strong partial identity of the
expected reflex patterns in Cz and the CSlk dialects from the following 3 developments:
2a) development of syllabic r (at least for the attested environments), 8a & 8b) assibilation of
d , t before front vowels. Again, this interpretation of mutuat support is highly unlikely in the
other 4 instances because of the marginal status (geographically and/or phonologically) of the
specific CSlk reflexes that would have been the supporting partners for the corresponding Cz
reflexes in those instances. For the 4 processes: 1) the vocalization of the strong jers;
2b) development of sytlabic | (at least for the attested environments); 3b) fronting and raising
of short @ in a soft environment; 4) fronting of long and short i , & in a soft environment,
the expected CSlk support for the Cz pattern is restricted either to limited phonological
environments in all of CSIk or to limited CSIk dialect areas. The remaining two consistent
patterns in the texts: 3a) fronting and raising of long 4 in a soft environment;

6) diphthongization of long & (in a hard environment), illustrate instances where consistent
patierns are attested in the CSlk corpus despite the fact that the expected reflexes from these
phonological developments are not at all identical between Cz and CSlk. In the case of the

process: 3a) fronting and raising of long 4 in a soft environment, the consistent pattern

* Although HabovEtiakov4 makes claims for exactly this when she states: “The rich layer of bookish traits in
the cultural language of the Slovak nationaliry is made up of those endings and forms . . . that found broader
use in the cultural language of the Slovak nationality . . . cspecially because in these cases there were common
poinis of contact between the West Slovak (afren only marginal West Slovak [cmphasis added]) dialectal forms
and Czech™ (1970, 208). As an example a1 the level of derivational morphology she states: “We can explain the
prevalence of the shape prodar over predar in administrative-legal monuments as the result of Slovak
linguistic support, j.e. the accurrence of the shape prodat in the Zthorsky dialects [w-sWSIk[" (1968a, 238).
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attested in the texts follows the Cz norm, while in the case of the process: 6) diphthongization
of long & (in a hard environment), the attested consistency is based on the CSlk dialectal
reflex. Finally, it is interesting to note that the 4 processes that do not show consistent reflex
pattemns in the CSlk corpus: 5z & 5b) diphthongization of long &, '¢; 7) assibilation of

d before j; 9) palatalization of r before front vowels and j, are all cases where the reflexes
from these phonological developments are not at all identical between Cz and CSlk.

The above discussion of the mutual support between the literary Cz nonm and the WSIK and
CSik dialects has been summarized in the table below. The first column indicates whether the
WSk reflex patiern supported the Cz norm for the given feature (S = strong support,

W = weak support), while the second column shows whether the given feature exhibits
consistent interdialectal distribution of reflexes in the WSik texts. The third column indicates
whether the CSlk reflex pattem supported the Cz norm for the given featre (S = strong
support, W = weak support), while the fourth column shows whether the given feature exhibits
consistent interdialectal distribution of reflexes in the CSik texts, The fifth coluran indicates
whether the given feature shows interregional WSIk-CSIk consistency of reflex distribution in
the texts of the present investigation (= the 9 W/CSIk culwral ianguage core features).

Mutual support of refiexes in the literary Cz norm and the Slk dialects

WSlk reflexes  attestied WSk CS51k reflexes attested CS1k WSIk-CSlk

1) s S X W X X
2a2) t S X 5 X X
2b) ] S X W X X
3a) 4 W X X X
3b) a W X W X X
4) Chifu W X w X X
5a) 6 W

S5b) ¢ S X

6) Cd X X X {Slk)
7 dj W X

8a) 4’ S X S X X
Bb) 1 N X S X X
9 r (X)

This allows for several observations:
A} The features of the literary Cz norm that were strongly supported in at least one of the
Sik dialect regions, while also being supported (strongly or weakly} in the other, seem to have
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been retained in the formation of consistent W/CSIK interregional phonological patters in 16th
century adrministrative-legal texts —cf. 1) 2/6,2a) r, 2b) [, 8a) 4" , 8b) r'.

B) Even features of the literary Cz norm that were only weakly supported in both Slk
dialect regions seem o have been retained in the formation of consistent WACSIK interregional
phonological pattemns in 16th century administrative-legal texts - ¢f. 3b) a , 4) C'it/u

C) The fact that a feature of the hiterary Cz norm was supported (strongly or weakly} in
only onc Slk dialect region was apparently not a guarantee for the formation of consistent
W/CSlk interregional phonological patterns in 16th century administrative-legal texts —
cf. 3a) 4 with consistent W/CSlk interregional patterning vs. 5a) 6, 5b) 4, 7) dj with no
W/CSIk interregional consistency of reflex patterns (although ‘¢, df do show interdialectal
consistency in the WSIk texts — perhaps an iliustration of regional variation in the W/CSIlk
cultural language norm).

D) Certain indigenous Slk consistent interdialectal pattemns that arose naturally from
phonological development seem to have been retained (regardless of the corresponding Cz
development) in the formation of consistent W/CSlk interregional phonological pattems in 16th
century administrative-legal texts — cf. 6) C% . The development d> 4 /C°_ occurred in all
three Slk dialect regions (i > u in ESlk where vocalic length was lost). This expected 1 reflex
1s consistently attested in the texts from all three regions {even ESIk), The expected Cz reflex
ou does not seemn 10 have been influential here?.

E) However, the fact that an indigenous Slk consistent interdialectal pattern arose naurally
from phonological development was apparently not a guarantee for the formaton of a
consistent W/CSlk interregional phonological pattern in 16th century administrative-legal
texts ~cf. 9) r' . The development r>r/__é.i.e.5,¢,j occumed in all three Slk dialect
regions. However, this expected r reflex is not consistently attested in the texts (with a
possible late tendency toward consistency in the WSIk corpus), despite the consistent
development in the dialects of all three regions. The expected Cz reflex ¥ seems to have had
broader influence here.

¥ Although Lifanov claims that the Cz op reflex does not even enter into consideration here and that the
& reflex present in the texts actually represents Lhe older (pre- i > oy) Cz norm: It is necessary, however, o
bear in mind that the Czech literary language that was distributed in Slovakia and entered into contact with the
Slavak dialects differed from the Czech literary language that was in use in the Czech lands and Moravia. As is
known, the Czech literary language penetrated into Slovakia and became used as one of the written languages
already in the 14th century. Here it appeared in a sort of preserved state. Strictly Czech innovations of a later
period penetrated with great difficulty or did not penctrate at all into the Czech literary language in the Slovak
territory . . . . Thus, here the Czech diphthong -ou, which appears sporadically in strictly Czech monuments
already in the first third of the 15th century, is almost not present. In Czech monuwments of the Slovak
redaction forms with the non-diphthongized -4 arc represenied” (Lifanov 1989, 45),

This view secms unlikely, since there was constant (and increasing) contact on many levels between the
Czech and Slovak lands throughout the penod in question (see Macirek 1956, Varsik 1956¢). It is improbable.
considering the substantial tevel of Czech-Slovak contact, that older 14th century features would have been
“preserved” in the Czech language thal was in use during the 16th century in the Slovak temitory.
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Thus, it does appear that the mutual support of identical Slk dialect and Literary Cz reflexes
from a phonological development may have been a contributing factor toward the consistent
distribution of a given feature in the W/CSlk cultural language attested in the texts, however, it
was not a decisive factor nor was it an obligatory factor.

The varying degrees of identity between the Slk and Cz reflex patterns from each of the
phonological developments allow for certain interpretations regarding the linguistic source of
the various consistent features attested in the texts. For the consistent features where the
correspondence was strong between the reflexes of the Cz norm and the Sik dialects, the two
hinguistic systems appear to have mutually supported each other, making it difficult to attribute
the consistency in the texts exclusively to only one of the two systemns. However, for the
consistent features where the correspondence between reflexes of the Cz norm and the Slk
dialects was weak or nonexistent, it is reasonably clear that the Cz norm was maintained {(except
in one instance) in the texts of this investigation regardless of the Skk dialect reflexes. For one
of the consistent features where the commespondence between reflexes of the Cz norm and the
Slk dialects was nonexistent, it is clear that a consistent interdialectal Slk pantem was maintained
in the texts regardless of the reflexes of the literary Cz norm.

It is difficult to make any generalizations regarding the 4 features that do not show
consistent W/C5lk interregional reflex patterns in the texts. Three of these features do have
mutual suppont of reflexes between Cz and WSLk, but only two of those three exhibit
interdialectal consistency of distribution in the WSlk texts. As stated earlier, these two features
that show interdialectal consistency in the WSlk texts but not in the CSIk texts might be
regarded as cases of regional vanation between the WSlk and CSlk variants of the W/CSik
cultural language. The fourth feature that does not show consistent W/CSIk interregional reflex
pattemns in the texts does not have mutual support of reflexes between Cz and Slk, but it does
have the natural development of an interdialectally consistent reflex throughout the Slk territory.
Nevertheless, there is only a tendency toward consistent interdialectal distribution for this
feature in the later texts of the WSIk corpus. Thus, there is no obvious factor that would seem
to contnbute 1o the inconsistent distribution of reflexes for these 4 features in the texts. In fact,
1t should be noted that for each of these 4 features that does not exhibit a consistent
interdialectal reflex pattern in both the WSIk and CSlk texts, there is a feature with a similar

reflex situation (Slk<—>Cz and within $1k) that does exhibit consistent interdialectal,
mnterregional patterning: 6, ¢, df vs. d ; r" vs. Clii.
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Conclusions of this study and recormmendations for further research

In answer to the questions posed in the introductory chapter and repeated at the beginning
of this concluding chapter regarding the existence, scope and basis of an interdialectal
phonological norm in 16th century Slovak administrative-legal texts, the following can be
stated:

(1) The language of the investigated 16th century adminisirative-legal corpus appears to
exhibit an interdialectal phonological norm for the West Slovak and Central Slovak dialect
regions — i.e., there appears to be a written interdialectal Cultura) Slovak phonological norm
with interregional validity attested in the West Slovak and Central Slovak texts. This nomn
appears to be more developed and stable in the West Slovak region than in the Central Slovak
region — perhaps illustrating West Slovak/Central Slovak regional variation in the Cultural
Slovak norm. The texts from the Moravian Slovak region appear to make use of the written
fiterary Czech phonological norm, while the texts from the East Slovak region do not show
consistent interdialectal distribution of reflexes for the majority of the investigated phonological
developments.

(2) The interdialectal, interregional phonological nonm attested for the West Slovak and
Central Slovak regions seems to exhibit a mixed base of Czech phonolegy and Slovak
phonology. The exact degree to which each language system is responsible for the
phonological structure of the attested norm is uncertain, although it is reasonably clear that the
literary Czech norm played a substantial role in the formation of a majority of the consistent
distribution patterns attested in the texts.

(3) Additional research remains to be done on the question of cultural language and
interdialectal norm in 16th century Slovakia. There is a need for further work on the phonology
of 16th century Slovak texts, especially as regards the connection between individual lexical
items and their phonological shape. This link is often mentioned in studies on the issue of
Cultural Slovak but, to my knowledge, it has not been pursued on a larger scale. An in-depth
phonological study examining the distribution of reflexes as they occur in groups of related
lexical items from individual stems (as was partially done here for the examples of *prijatel- )
should yield an even more refined picture of the interrelation of the literary Czech norm and the
Slovak dialects in written Cultural Slovak phonology than was presented in this work. As was
the case for phonology, the research that has been done on the morphology of 16th century
Slovak texts has essentially been restricted to studies involving individual texts or groups of
texts from specific regions. A study similar to this one, but concentrating on morphological
features of the texts, would provide an additional, morphological perspective to the general
picture of the linguistic structure of 16th century Slovak texts. While it is clear that there is
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additional work to be done, it is hoped that the present study has contributed to the clarification
of the issue of 16th century Cultural Slovak, and that it will be a beneficial tool for future

research in this area.
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APPENDIX A: TABLE OF ORTHOGRAPHIC EQUIVALENCES

This appendix presents a listing of those graphemes most commonly used in the texts of
this study to represent the phonemes of Slovak and Czech. It is not intended to be a complete
register of the all the graphemes found in the corpus under investigation. The consonant
sounds are grouped according to place and manner of articulation, with the sibilants together in
a separate group at the end. The most common orthographuc vanant(s} of each phoneme is
presented first followed by the other variants in random order.

phoneme grapheme
vocalic: a a
a ae
e e
i LY.
o 0
u U, v, w
ia ia, ya
ie ie, ye
ju no clear examples in corpus
uo uo
oy au, ou, ov, oW
[ T

] |

Notes on vowel orthography

1) Vocalic length is generally not indicated with consistency in texts from this penod. In the
present corpus it is occasionally marked by diacnitics over the vowel symbols, e.g. <é>,
<> . There are also isolated instances of double vowel symbols denoting long vowels in
the texts of this study, e.g. <ee>=/7¢/,

2} There are some instances of nasal vowel marking in the texts of this study from the ESlk
region. The most common nasal vowel representation in these texts is the grapheme sall

used in modemn Polish orthography: <g> . In some cases in these texts, nasal vowels arc
also indicated by the digraph <an:> .
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grapheme

consonantal:

vV, W, U
f, ph

d

1.th

n

1

r

2. Y.l
2

k.c

h, ch
ch, h
cZ, <, tz
o B B
3, §8, SZ
5§, S, 5Z
z
2,527
dz, cz
dz

-

IZ, r

-uwmmnwmmnxrwmt--‘-shn.h-;{Hﬁrg

Notes on consonant orthography

1} In texts from this period, softness is not marked with consistency on /b’ ,p'.m’ . v', ",
d’.t'.n'/, and is almost never marked on /1' /. In the present corpus, softness is
occasionally marked by digraphs, e.g. <di> , <dy> ; <ti> , <ty>; etc. It is also marked
diacnitically in some instances in the texts of this study, e.g. <d> , <d&> .

2) In 16th century texts, consonant graphemes are often written double for no apparent
phonological reason, e.g. <radde> = rade (‘to the council’ D sg. f.). This is encountered
frequently in the corpus under investigation.
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APPENDIX B: TECHNICAL DESCRIPTION OF THE CORPUS

The presentation of the texts in the tables below is according to the dialect regions: MSIk ~
WSk — CSlk — ESlk. The WSlk, CSlk and ESlk regions are subdivided according to the major
intemal divisions: sWSlk—nWSIk, nCSlk—sCSlk, wESlk—ESlk. Within each subdivision, the
texts are listed in alphabetical order according to place of composition (S1k/Cz alphabetical
order is used, hence & follows a and & follows o; ch islisted after h; and ¢ comes afier
¢, § after 5, Z after z and F after r).

The first column of each table gives the date of composition for each text. It should be
noted here that although the scope of this investigation generally includes only texts from the
period 1530-1590, two ESlk texts written shortly after 1590, as well as four ESlk texts of
uncertain chronology in the 1500s (marked simply *16th ¢.” throughout this work), were
included in the investigation because of a general lack of available texts from the period for that
regiomn.

Following the date of composition is a general description of the document. Included in this
description are the type of text (letter, town book entry, etc.), the author(s) and recipient(s) of
the text, and in the case of town book entries or city/court records the general content of the
document, as far as any of this informatton is known.

The third column of cach table shows the sources of the textual editions used in this
investigation. All of the editions of the texts used in this investigation come from secondary
sources (journal articles, monographs and text collections). While some were published as true
diplomatic editions of the original manuscripts, many were published using various systems of
transliteration and/or transcription. Only those transliterated/ranscribed editions accompanied
by a full description of the transliteration/transcription system employed were considered in the
selection of the corpus. The final corpus consists then of texts in diplomatic editions and texts
in those transliterated/transcribed editions where the system of transliteration/transcription does
not obscure the onginal orthographic representation of the specific phenological features under

mvestigation here. The abbreviations used in the column of secondary sources designate the

following:

Dejiny III = Stanislav 1957, (#XXX refers to the number assigned to the specific text in the
Stanislav 1957 section “Staré slovenské jazykové pamiatky: b) Sivislé texty,

listy a zdpisy™, p.XXX refers to the page number of the specific text in Stanisiav
1957)

Dorula 61 = Dorula 1961b. (#XXX refers to the number assigned to the specific text in
Dorui’a 1961b)
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Dorula 66 = Dorula 1966. (p.XXX refers to the page number of the specific text in Dorula

1966)

Dorula 69 = Dorula [969b. (#XXX refers to the number assigned to the specific text in
Dorul'a 1969b)

Dubay = Dubay, Dezider A. 1939/1940. (p. XXX refers to the page number of the specific
text in Dubay, Dezider A. 1939/1940)

18§ = Jazykovedné Stidie V1. 1961, (p. XXX refers to the page number of the specific
text in Jazykovedné $nidie V1. 1961)

Jelsava = Lehotskd and Orlovsky 1976, (#X3XX refers to the number assigned to the
specific text in Lehotsk4 and Orlovsky 1976}

Kotuli€ = Kotuli 1959b.

Mihal = Mihal 1936.

Novdk = Novédk 1937.

Stanislav = Stanislav 1948. (#XXX refers to the number assigned to the specific text in

Stanislav 1948)

Simovie = SimoviZ 1941, (#X30X refers to the number assigned to the specific text in
Simovi& 1941)

Stolc = Stole 1951, (#XXX refers to the number assigned to the specific text in Stolc
1951)

Varsik = Varsik 1956c. (#XXX refers to the number assigned to the specific text in
Varsik 1956¢)

The fourth column of each table gives the length of each text as it 1s found in the edition
used for this study. The formatting and size of typeface employed in the secondary sources is
fairly uniform, hence a listing of the number of lines in each text gives a reasonably accurate
picture of the relative size of each text. The texts vary in length from 4 lines to 100 lines, with
an average length of approximately 22 lines. The WSlk text PovaXskd Bystrica 1376 extends to
373 lines, but only the first 100 lines were considered in the investigation since they were
deemed highly representative of the remainder of the text. Liminng this text to the first 100
lines also kept it within the range represented by the other texts, thus avoiding distortion of the
data that might have occurred through an imbalance of certain forms caused by the
consideration of a text of disproportionate size. Broken down by dialect region, the size of the

corpus is as follows:
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Overview of corpus size by region

lotallings  fofaltexts  linesAext

MSLk: 454 23 20
WSlk: 1211 52 23
CSlk: 1150 46 25
ESlk: 569 31 18
Total: 3384 152 22

The numbers in the final column of each table indicate the location of the place of
composition of each text on the maps used throughous this work. The numbers are arranged on
the map from west to east, i.c., following the order: MSIk—>sWSlk—>nWSlk—>nCSlk->
sCSlk—->wESIk—>¢ESlk.

Adfter each of the four regional tables there is a chronological listing of the texts covered in
the table. These listings provide a chronological overview for each dialect region of the number
of texts and their locations according to decade.

Following the entire set of tables is a set of maps illustrating the geographical distribution of
the texts. The first map shows the distribution of the entire set of texts used 1n this
investigation. The following maps give the geographical distribution of the texts according to
decade. Each of these maps covers one decade and shows only those towns that are
represented by a text (or texts) written in that decade. The maps are arranged in increasing
chronological order with the last map illustrating the four ESlk texts of uncertain date in the
16th century.
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MORAVIAN SLOVAK CORPUS

date of description
compesition ¢f document

Brumov-Bylnice

1539 letter from the Brumov city council to the Tmava city council

Bieclay

1539 letter from Bartolomej zo Zeroting a na Bieclavi to the Trmava city council

Kiaiter Smilheim (at Vizovice)

1540 letter from Smil Kuna st. z Kunidtfitu a na Kld3tere Smilheime to the Tmava city counci)
Kroméfiz

1539 letter from the Kromé&F2 city council to the Tmava city council

1542 record of the Kromé&Hz city council containing testimony of witnesses

Roinov pod Radhestém

1535 letter from Bernard Bravansky. cstate manager in RoZnov and Vsetin, to the Tmava city council
StraZnice
1532 letter from J4n zo Zerotina a na StréZnici to the Tmava city council

Uherské Hradisté
1538a letter from the Uherské Hradift& city council w0 the Tmava city council
1538b lester from the Uherské Hradistd city council to the Tmava city council

secondary
source of text

Varsik #109

Varsik #108

Varsik #120

Varsik #105
Varsik #136

Varsik #76

Varsik #61

Yarsik #98
Varsik #101

number of  location
linesin text on map
20 5
12 12
16 4
21 3
16 3
19 2
16 11
11 7
9 7
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Downloaded from PubFactory at 01/10/201

:02:51AM
€ access

I

s

Vv

26 L0000



date of description
composition  of document

Uhersky Brod

1530 tetter from the Uhersky Brod city council to the Tmava city council
1531 tetter from the Uhersky Brod city council to the Trava city council
1536 record of the Uhersky Brod city council testifying to a business transaction
1538 tetter from the Uhersky Brod city council to the Trnava city council
1540a tetter from the Uhersky Brod city council to the Trnava city council
1540b letier from the Uhersky Brod city council 1o the Trnava city council
1547 letter from the Uhersk§ Brod city council to the Trmava city council

Uhersky Ostroh (formerly Ostrov)

1533 letter from Jdn z Kunovic a na Uherskom Brode to the Tmava city council
1540 tetter from Jan z Kunovic a na Uherskom Brode 1o the Tmava city council
Valadské Mezirici

1541 record of the Valafské Mezifi¢{ city council concerming a nuptial agrecment

Velka nad Velickou
1548 letter from Jén zo Zerotina a na Strddnici to the Tmava city council

Veseli nad Moravou

1540 letter from Hynek Bilik z Komic a na Vesel( to the Tmava city council
154%9a letter from Hynek Bilik z Komlc a na Veself to the Tmava city council
1549b letter from Hynek Bilik z Komic a na Vesel{ to the Trava city council

secondary

Varsik #51
Varsik #36
Varsik #82
Varsik #93
Varsik #115
Varsik #118
Varsik #218

Varsik #64
Varsik #116

Varsik #132

Varsik #221

Varsik #117
Yarsik #226
Varsik #228

number of

source of text  lincs intext onmap

18
35
21
13
13
13
36

33
13

34

17

12
25
3]

location
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Chronological listing of MSIk texts
decade  #oftexts location of texts
1530-39 12 Brumov-Bylnice; Bfeclav; Kromé&t%; Roknov p. Radh.; StréZnice; Uh. Hradit& (2x); Uh. Brod (4x); Uh. Ostroh

1540-49 I Klditer Smilheim; KroméHz; Uh. Brod (3x); Uh. Ostroh; Valad, Mezifiti; Velka n. Vel.; Veself n. Mor. (3x)
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WEST SLOVAK CORPUS

date of description
composition  of dgocument

Southern West Slovak

Beckov .
1535 record of the Beckov city council conceming the examination of a witness

Cachtice | |

1544 letter from the Cachtice city council to the Trava city council

1550 letter from the Cachtice city council to the Tmava city council

Dobra Voda . .

15382 etter from Stefan z Dechtic and Michal zo Senji, officials in Dobré Voda, 1o the Tmava city council
1538b Jetter from Stefan z Dechtfc and Michal zo Senji, officials in Dobré Veda, 1o the Trava city council

Doiny Lopasov

1546 letter from the Dolny LopaSov city council to the Tmava city council
Hlohovec . .
1532 letter from the Hlohovec city council to the Tmava city council
1545a lettet from the Hlohovec city council to the Tmava city council
1545b letter from the Hlohovec city council to the Trnava city council
1550 letter from the Hlohovec city council to the Tmava city council
Chtelnica .
1531 letter from the Chtelnica city council to the Trnava city council

secondary

Varsik #69

Varsik #178
Varsik #239

Varsik #97
Varsik #100

Varsik #213

Varsik #39

Varsik #197
Varsik #198
Varsik #252

Varsik #57

number of

source of text  lingsintext onmap

12
14

23
39

15

15
19
15
15

21

location

24

22
22

20
20

19

17
17
17
17

18
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date of

description

composition of document

Nové Mesto nad Ydhom

1534
1546
1550

Senica
1530
1537
1539

Skalica
1536
1543a
1543b
1550
1590

Smolenice
1537

Trnava
1536
1541
1550
1565a
1565b

letter from the Nové Mesto nad Vshom city council to the Trava city council
letter from the Nové Mesto nad Vihom city council 1o the Trnava city council
letter from the Nové Mesto nad Vdhom city council to the Tmava city council

letter from the Senica city council to the Tmava city council
tetter from the Senica city council to the Trnava city council
lenter from the Senica city council to the Tmava city council

letter from the Skalica city council to the Tmava ¢ity council
letter from the Skalica city council to the Tmava city council
letter from the Skalica city council 1o the Tmava city council
{etter from the Skalica city coungil to the Tmava city council
Skalica town book entry conceming property ownership

tetter from the Smolenice city council to the Tmava city council

record of the Tmava city council conceming distnbution of a deceased man's property
letter From the Trnava city council to the Kovarce city council

letter from the Tmava city council 1o 3 Tmava citizens in Vienna

Tmava town book entry conceming vineyard ownership

Tmava lown book entry conceming vineyard ownership

secondary
source of text

Varsik #268
Varsik #207
Varsik #254

Varsik #48
Varsik #90
Varsik #107a

Varsik #79
Varsik #156
Varsik #157
Varsik #245
Simovic #1

Varsik #87

Varsik #77

Varsik #121
Varsik #243
15 p.47 (#1)
I8 p.47 (#2)

number of location
lines in text  on map

20 23

23 23

I8 23

17 14

17 14

11 14

37 13

12 13

32 13

19 13

16 13

21 15

39 16

16 16

30 16

7 16

10 16

841
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date of

description

composition  of document

Trnava (cont.)

1565¢
1565d
1565¢
1577a
1577b
1577¢
1571
1577e
1580a
1580b

¥rbové
1550a
1550b

Trmava town bock entry concerning vineyard ownership
Tmava town book entry conceming vineyard ownership
Tmava town bouk entry conceming vineyard ownership
Tmava town book entry conceming vineyard ownership
‘I'mava town book entry concemning vineyard ownership
Tmava town book entry conceming vineyard ownership
Tmava town book eniry conceming vineyard ownership
Tmava town book entry conceming vineyard ownership
Trmava town book entry conceming vincyard ownership
Trnava town book entry conceming vineyard ownership

fetter from the Vrbové city council to the Trava city council
letter from the Vrbavé city council to the Trnava city council

secondary

IS p.48 (#1)
JS p.48 (#2)
1§ p.48 (#3)
1S p.55

1S p.56 (#1)
IS p.56 (#2)
18 p.56 (#3)
J§ p.56 (#4)
18 p.59 (#1)
I8 p.59 (#2)

Varsik #247
Varsik #256

number of

source of text  lines intext onmap

O 00 Ob Lh b o0 =] UA OhON

location

16
16
16
16
16
16
16
16
16
16

21
21
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date of

description

composinon  of document

Northern West Slovak

Bytéa
1580

lava
1534
1542

record of the Thurzo family, owners of the Bytéa domain, containing testimony of witnesses

letter from Anton Kovéé and FrantiSek Kis, captains at {lava castle, to Pavol Petrovei a na Ko3alci

letter from the Ilava city council to Father Ondrej, Slovak minister in Trmava

Povaiska Bystrica

1547
1562
1576

Rajec
1553
1586

Trendin
1532
1549
1577
1584

letter from Rafae] z Podmanina a na Bystrici to the Trnava city council
record of the Balass family, landowners around Pov. Bystrica, containing testimony of witnesses
record of the Balass family, landowners around Pov. Bystrica, containing testimony of witnesses

record of the Rajec city council testifying to a business transaction
record of the Rajec city council testifying 0 & business transaction

letter from the Trendn city council 1o Zigmund Korldtsky z Branéa a na Korldle
letter from the Trenéin city council to the Tmava city council

recorct of the Trenéin district court testifying to a legat matier

record of the Trenéin district court containing testimony of enminals

secondary

15 p.211

Varsik #269
Varsik #139

Varsik #216
JS p.199
18 p.200

I§ p.2i6
IS p.215

Varsik #266
Varsik #230
18 p.247
1S p.252

number of

sourccof text  linesintext onmap

26

7
18

23
28
100

65
47

24
100

location

29

26
26

27
27
27

28

25

25
23

£2:51AM
vi access
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Chronological listing of WSlk texts

decade #oftexts locafion of texts

1530-39

1540-49

1550-59

1560-69

1570-79

1580-89
(+1590)

14

11

TOTAL =52

sWSIk:
nwSlk:

sW5lk:
nWSlk:

sWSlk:
nWSlk:

sWSlk:
nWSik:

sWSIk:
nWSik:

sWSIk:
nWSIlk:

Beckov: Dobra Voda (2x); Hlohovec; Chielnica; N. Mesto n. Véh.; Senica (3x); Skalica; Smolenice, Tmava
Illava; Trendin

Cachtice; Dol. Lopafov; Hlohovec (2x); N. Mesto n. Vih.; Skalica (2x); Tmava
Tlava; Pov, Bystrica; Trendin

Cachtice: Hlohovec; N. Mesto n. V&h.; Skalica; Tmava; Vrbové (2x)
Rajec

Tmava (5x)
Pov. Bystnica

Tmava (5x)
Pov. Bystrica; Trendin

Skalica; Tmava (2x)
Bytéa; Rajec: Tren<in

Mark Richard Lauersdorf - 9783954790883

Downloaded from PubFactory at 01/10/2019 03:02:51AM

via free access

161

<26 LOo00



CENTRAL SLOVAK CORPUS

date of description
composition of document

Northern Central Slovak

Dolng {formerly Stard) Stubdia

1566 letier from Matej Holef, independent farmer in Stard Stubdia, to the Kremnica magistrate
1567 Ietier from Matej Holek, independent farmer in Stard Stubfia, to the Kremnica magistrate
Hira

1578 record of a Liptov district official registering a complaint of Peter Pongréc z Sv. Mikul4Sa
Kalamenova

1571 accounting record of Martin and Mikul4 Rakovsky, tocal landowners

1575 letter from Martin Rakovsky (o Albert Rakovsky (local landowners)

Kldstor pod Znievom

1531 letter from the Kld3tor pod Znievom city council to the Trendin city councu
Kremnica

1569 letter from the Kremnica city council to several citizens of Mofovce

Martin (formerly Turéiansky Sviaty Martin)
1540 record of the Martin city countil testifying to a business transaction
1561 Martin wwn book entry contaiming & last will and testament

sccondary number of

location

source of text  linés jntext on map

Dubay p.321 (#1}
Dubay p.322

Dejiny IIT #40

1§ p.242
J§ p.245

Varsik #264

Dubay p.319

Varsik #112
Dejiny 11 p.194

17
10

31

31
10

19

23

23
19

42
42

33

41
41

39

36
36

Mark Richard Lauersdorf - 9783954790883
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date of description

Modovce

1567 letter from the Modovee city council to 1he Kremmica city council
1568 letter from the Modovce city council to the Kremnica city council
1569 letter from the Mogovce city council to the Kremnica city councit
1578 Mosovce town book entry testifying to a business transaction
Necpaly

1565 letter from Frantifek Just z Necpdl to the Kremnica city council
Oravsky Zamok

1574 secord of Orava district officials conceming complaints of Peter Luther z Valaskej Dubovej
Partizdnska (formerly Nemeck4) L'upéa

1538 Nemeck4 1'upéa town book cntry conceming property ownership
1540 Nemeck4 Lupia town book entry concerning property ownership
1551 Nemeckd L'upta lown book entry conceming property ownership
1559 Nemeck4 Lupta town book entry conceming property ownership
1562 Nemeck# Lupéa lown book eatry conceming property ownership
1568 Nemeck4 L'upta town book entry conceming property ownership
1571 Nemecké Lupta town book entry conceming an inheritance agrecment
1578a Nemecks Lupéa town book cnlry conceming an inheritance agreement
1578b Nemeck4 Lupda town book entry concerning an inheritance agreement
1582 Nemecké Lup&a lown book cntry containing testimony of witnesses
1588a Nemecks LupZa town book entry conceming property owniership
1588b Nemecks Lupa town book entry conceming property ownership

secondary

Dubay p.337
Dubay p.337
Dubay p.338
Dejiny II1 p.196

Dubay p.331

Novik

1§ p.136
15 p.138
1§ p.140
18 p.143
J§ p.144
18 p.147
18 p.148
18 p.150
18 p.151
IS p.168
IS p.155 (#1)
I8 p.155 (#2)

number of

source of lext  lines intext on map

31
19
26
29

78

15

24
25
32
29
36
56
29
92
16
27

Jocation

5588

ud
=

RXREXEEERLERDR
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date of description

composition  of document

Ruzomberok

1531a RuZomberok town book entry conceming property ownership

1531b RuZomberok town book entry conceming a business transaction

1555a RuZomberok town book entry concemning an inheritance agreement

1555b Rutomberok town book entry conceming propeny ownership

1585a RuZomberok town book entry conceming property ownership

1585b Rutomberok town book entry concerning property ownership

1585¢ Rutomberok town book entry conceming property ownership

1586 RuZomberok town book entry conceming property ownership

Sklabina

1564 letter from Jén Revay, owner of the Sklabifiz domain, to the Kremnica city council
1579 letter from FrantiSek Revay, owner of the Sklabifia domain, to Martin Rakovsky, local iandowner
Slovenska L'upia

1589 Slovenskd Lupéa town book entry containing court proceedings on & theft
Velitna

1584 record of the Velilnd city council confirming a business transaction

Velké Pole

1547 lester from the Velké Pole city council w the Bansk4 Stiavnica <ity council

Vyiny Kubin

1568 record of VyEny Kubin concerning thefts
Zarnovica
1548 tetter from the Zamovica city council to the Bansk4 Stiavnica city council

secondary number of

Dejiny IIi p.190 (#1) §
Dejiny 111 p.190 (#2) 5
Dejiny III p.19G 10
Dejiny Il p.191 9
Dejiny III p.191 8
Dejiny 111 p.192 5
Dejiny I1 p.193 12
Dejiny 11 p.193 8

Dubay p.345 28
1§ p.247 24
Mihé] 80
J§p.214 21
J§ p.265 18

Dejiny 111 #34 20

15 p.265 22

location
source of text  linesiniext onmap

35
35
35
35
35
35
35
35

37
37

43

3

45

32

il

L2 om0



date of

description

composition  of documenl

Southern Central Slovak

Jeliava
1567a
1567b
1572
1576-7

Jel3ava town book entry containing the promise of a released prisoner
lelfava wown book entry conceming property ownership

Jel3ava wwn book entry testifying to a business transaction

Jeliava town book entry conceming property ownership

secondary

number of

location

source of fext  linesintext onmap

Jeliava #6
JelSava #8
Jeliava #17
JelSava #24

19
25
16
14

47
47
47
47
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Chronological listing of CSlk texts

decade #oftexts location of texts

1530-39

1540-49

1550-59

1560-69

1570-79

1580-89
(+1590)

4

14

TOTAL = 46

nCSIk

: Kla3tor p. Zniev.; Partiz. Lup&a; RuZomerok (2x)

sCSlk:

nCSlk:

Martin; Partiz. Lupéa; Vel. Pole; Zamovica

sCSIk:

nCSlk:

Partiz. Lup&a (2x); RuZomberok (2x)

sCSlk:

nCSlk:
sCSlk:

nCSlk:
sCSlk:

nCSlk:

Dol. Stubfia (2x); Kremnica; Martin; MoZovee (3x): Necpaly; Partiz. Lupéa (2x); Sklabifia; Vy3. Kubin
Jeliava {2x)

Héra; Kalamenovd (2x); MoSovce; Orav. Zémok: Partiz. Lupéa (3x); Sklabifia
Jelfava (2x)

Partiz. Lupta (3x); RuZomberok (4x); Slov. Lupéa; Velifna

sCSlk:
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EAST SLOVAK CORPUS

date of description
composition of document

Western East Slovak

Arnutovce

16th c. last will and 1estament of Jurko z Amutoviec

Bardejov

1585 record of Bardejov conceming a business transaction

1586 record of Bardejov concerning a business Lransaction

Bartodovcee

1554 letter from Knitof Zad, citizen of Bardejov, 10 the Bardejov magistrate

Brezovica nad Torysou

1564 letter from jurik and Itvan Berzeviczy, local landowners, to the Levoda city council
1567 letter from Martin Berzeviczy, Jocal landowner, 1o the Bardejov city council
Dubovica

16the. a letter from Kridtof Dubay, local landowner, to the Levoéa city council

16thc. b record of the Dubovica city council concermning a business transaction

Hertnik

1565 leticr from Demetrius. cstatc manager in Hertnik, to a certain “'pan Stanisiav™
Chmelov

1577 letter from Juraj 3cmicj 1o the Bardejov magistrate

secondary

Kotuli¢

Dorula 61 #8
Dorula 66 p.57

Dorul'a 66 p.55

Dorul'a 69 #5
Dorula 66 p.66

Dorul'a 69 #6
Dorula 69 #7

Dorula 66 p.65

S p.179

number of

source of text  linesintext on map

30

58

37
22

15

Jocation

53

59
59

61

51
31

56
56

52
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date of description
composition  of document

Kradunovce
1580 letter from the Krafunovce ¢lder to the Bardejov magistrate

Krisna Lika (formerly Senviz)

1556 letter from Ladislav Horvéth, local landowner, 1o the Bardejov magistrate

1557 letter from Ladislav Horvdth, local landowner, to the Levota city council

1558 tetter from Ladislav Horvith, local landowner, to Scbastidn (Krupek?) in Levola
Levoca

1552 magistrates' oath of loyalty to the city of Levoda

1569 record of the Levoda city council conceming property ownership

16th ¢, guards' cath of lovalty to the city of Levola

{Hrad) Makovica {at Zborov)

1579a letter from Kundrai, official at Makovica, to the Bardejov magistrate

1579b letter from Frantifek Hoszutdthy, official at Makovica, to the Bardcjov magistrate
Plavesé

1532a letter from Barmnab4® Horvéth to Jan Horvith in Bardejov (local landowners)

1532b letter from Bamnaba$ Horvéth, local landowner, to the Bardejov city council

1556 letter from Ladislav Horvith, local landowner, 1o the Bardejov city council

1583 letter from Juraj Horvdth, local landowner, 10 Grigier Tribli in Levota

1587 letter from Juraj Horvéth, local landowner, to Jurfk Dubovicky, neighboring landowner
Pofanovce

1584 letter from Kridtof Sednicky, local landowner, to all surrounding neighbors

secondary

number of

location

source of text lmesintext onmap

18 p.180

Dorula 61 #4
Dorula 69 #1]
Dorula 69 #2

Stanislav #12
Dubay p.332
Stolc #2

Dorula 66 p.66
Dorul'a 61 #7

Dorul'a 61 #1
Dorul'a 61 #2
Dorula 61 #3
Dorula 69 #3
Dorula 66 p.66

18 p.181

20

11
14
13

11
11
4

13
11

21
24
1]
23
14

20

63

50
50
50

52
52
32

58
58

49
49
49
49
49

55

861
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date of description
composition  of document

Roikovany (formerly Rodkoviany)
1575 letter from Kalman Rodkovensky to the Bardejov magistrate

Slovenska Ves
1591 tetter from V. Svabovsky, 1. Matiafovsky and S. Kelatkovsky to the Bardejov city council

Spisska Kapitula

1592 lctter from }n Batyz, manager of the cpiscopal estatc in Spi§. Kapitule, to the Levola magistrate
Semsa

1580 letter from Ladisiav Semicgy to the Bardejov magistrate

Eastern East Slovak

Hlinné

1585 record of the Hlinné city council containing an account of a trial

Lomné

1572 letter from the Lomné city council to the Bardejov city council

secondary

number of

locaton

sourcc of text  linesintext onmap

Dorul'a 61 #6

Dorula 61 #9

Dejmy 11 #42

18 p.i8]

1§ p.183

Dorula &1 #5

19

24

25

57

48

65
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Chronological listing of ESIk texts

decade #oftexts location of texts

1530-39

1540-49

1350-59

1560-69

1570-79

1580-89
{+1590)
early 1590s

1300s

{uncenain date)

TOTAL =31

2

2

4

wESlk:

eESlk:

wESlk:

eESlk:

wESlk:

¢ESlk:

wESlk:

eESlk:

wESik:

eESIk:

wESk:

eESlk:

wESik:

eESlk:

Plavet (2x)

Bartofovce; Kris. Lika (3x); Levoda; Plaved

Brezovica n. Tor. (2x); Hertnik; Levoda

Chmelov; Makovica (2x); Rofkovany
Lomné

Bardejov (2x); Kradunovce; Plaved (2x); Polanovce; Semsa
Hlinné

Slov, Ves; Spis. Kapitula

Amutovee;, Dubovica {2x); Levofa
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DODGR1522

of texts: Entire corpus

l. Valafxhd Meygatf
2 Rolnov pod Racthodtée
1. Krom#

4, Kifdser Snulheim

3. Brahov-Bylnce

6. Uhwriky Brog

T. Uherské Uradifts

3. Uhersky Ostroh

9. Yesell nad Moravou
0. Velkid nad Velkou
11. Soidmce

11 Bleclav

13. Skalies

14 Sensca

15. Stolenice

& Trmava

17. Hlohwoves

18, Cheetruca

19. Dolny Lopatoy
0. Dobri Voda

21, Vrbows

22, Cactaxce

23, Nowé Meits nat ¥ shom
4. Beckoy

138, Treniin

26, Oave

7. Povatsks Bysinc,

29, Bytla

30. Oraviiky Zidmok
31. Veii'ng

X1 Vyiay Kubin

13 Hona

34, Partzrirks Lupita
13, Rutomberok

34, Marm

37 Skinkwia

J2. Necpaly

9. Klitior pod Zruevom
#. Modovoe

4L, Kalameravi

41, Dotnd Smbha

4). Sloverakd Lupts
4. Kremnica
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A5 Velké Pole

45, Zamavica

47. Jellava

43, Shoverzkd Vea
49, Plawed

50. Krdana Liky

51. Brerovica nad Torysou
2 Levota

1. Amutovce

54. Spulshd Kapaula
55, Polanowce

36, Dubavica
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GLOSSARY

This glossary presents the modemn Slk and Cz forms (i.¢., the phonological/etymological
continuations) of the 16th century lexical items cited in Chapters IV-VII of this investigation.
The forms listed here therefore provide both a modern phonological reference as well as a type
of standardized spelling for the numerous variants encountered in the 16th century texts, The
meanings assigned to the lexical items in this glossary are those that pertain in the 16th century
texts under investigation. Thus, due to semantic changes in the lexica of Slk and Cz over the
past four centuries, the English definitions listed here are not necessarily the most common
definitions for the given modem Slk or Cz words, indeed standard contemporary dictionaries of
Slk and Cz list some of the definitions cited here as archaic or dialectal by modem standard
usage. Also, because of divirgent tendencies in the individual devetopment of the Stk and Cz
lexica, this is in no way an accurate listing of modem Slk«<—>Cz lexical equivalences. The
individual Slk and Cz forms listed here were chosen solely on the basis of their phonological/
etymological relation to the attested 16th century forms.

This glossary 1s therefore {0 be understood as a dictionary of the assembled 16th century
corpus with the headwords rendered by their modem Slk and Cz phonological/etymological
equivalents. It is intended to be used in conjunction with the “Index of cited forms” 10 provide
complete grammatical, lexical and etymological information for the examples cited in Chapters
IV-V1I of this investigation. The major sources used to compile the information included in the

glossary entries are the following:

1) general lexicographical works: Gasparikovd and Kami$ 1983; Havrianck |989; Peciar
1959-68; Poldauf 1990; Stanistawski 1986; Szymczak 1978-81; Vilikovsk4 and
Vilikovsky 1983

2) etymological and historical works: Briickner 1989; Fasmer §964-73; Klemensiewicz,
Lehr-Sptawinski, Urbanczyk 1981 (esp. 197-254); Kluge 1975; Kopeény, et al. 1981,
Lamprecht, Slosar, Bauer 1986 (esp. 255-95); Machek 1971; Majtin 1991— ; Reczek
1968; Stawski 1977 : Stanislav 1967b; Simek 1981

The glossary is organized according to Sik/Cz alphabetical order (like English alphabetical
order, except d follows a and & follows o; ch islisted after &, and & comes after ¢, §
after 5, Z after z and F after r ). Unless otherwise indicated (see symbols and
abbreviations below), the first item in each listing is the modem 31k form. The modern Cz
form is listed second, followed by the English definition in ialics. Finally, the Proto-Slavic
form (or other source form) from which the eniry derives 15 listed in square brackets. It should
be noted that separate entrics for items with the prefix ne- {denoting negation) are not given
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here, but rather the corresponding positive, non-prefixed form is given (unless the ne- form
cxists as an independent lexical item in standard dictionaries, in which case it is given in this

glossary).

The following symbols and abbreviations appear in conjunction with the Aeadwords in the
glossary:
[ 1 = form exists in modem Slk/Cz but does not have, or no longer has, the

16th century meaning given here

¥ = archaic form that is no longer present in the modem SIk/Cz lexicon
M = existance of form not completely cenain
(Slk only) = corresponding form does not exist in archaic or modem Cz

(Czonly) = comesponding form does not exist in archaic or modem Slk
(Polonly) = corresponding form exists in neither Stk nor Cz, but is found in Polish

B
tbierat / tbirat () — to take [< *bérati)

beZal / biZet — fo run  [< *béZati)

biely / bily — white [< *b&lsjs]

Boh / Bdh — God [« *bogs]

bbtka / botka — boar  [bota (< Fren botte) + -ka (< *-bka)]

brat / bratr — brother (< *bratrs)

brat / brit — 1o take [< *burati]

byt / byt — to be (also used as auxiliary in paraphrastic past and future) (< *byti)

C
cely / cely — whole, entire  [< *c&pjb]

cesta / cesta — road [« *cEsta)
cirkev / citkev — church [< original obligue stem *or'kbvhb (A 52.) (N sg. = *c7’ky)]
cudzi / cizl — foreign, strange < *tjudjbis]

C

¢as flas — fime [< *asn)

Yeerven / Serven — June [< *&r’viens]
Serveny / Eerveny — red [« *Tr'vjensis)
Cest / test — honor [< *Thsth)

fiemny / Cemy — black [< *&r'nbjs)
Ctat / Eftat — to read [< *&ita)
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dakoval / d&kovat — ro thank [< WSlav *d¢k- (<« MHG danc / denke) + Siav *-ovati]

daf / dit — to give [« *dati]

defi / den — day [< *dbns)

desat / deset — ten  {< *desgty]

deti / d&ti — children [< *d&ti)

devit / devit — nine  [< *devets)

diel / dil — portion, part [« *d&ls]

dielo / dflo — business. affair [« *délo]

dietky [ ditky — children [< *détpky]

dievka / divka — giri, daughrer [« *d&€vnka]

dlh / diuh — debr [< *d]gs)

dihy / dlouhy — long [< *d]'gnbjs]

diZznfk / dluintk — debtor (< *d|Z=niks]

dliiny / dluing — indebted [< *d|Zunbin)

1dlzstvo / Tdluzstvi (7) — debr [< *d)Znstvo / *d|Znstvije]
dobromyselny / dobromysiny — kind-hearted [< *dobromyslenbjb]
dobry / dobry — goad [< *dobrhjb]

dom / dlim — house, building [< *doms)

tdomlivar / domlouvat — to scold, reproach [< *dom|vati]
dopoméct / dopomoci — to help our  [< *dopomogti]

dopustit' / dopustit — to allow, permit [< *dopustiti]

dopuidtat / dopoustét — fo allow, permit [< *dopustjau)

dost / dost(l) — enough, sufficiently [« *do syti (G 5g.) <~ *sylh]
dochodok / dichodek — revenue [< *doxodsks]

ddvemost / dlivémost — confidence [< *dovErenosts]

ddvod / divod — proof [< *dovods)

[dréha) / driha — reoad, way [« *dorga]

drvo / drvo — wood  [< original pl. stem *drbv- + *-0 (5g. stem = *derv-)]
(drZanie] / [drZeni] — holding, possession, property [< *dr'Zange]
drial / driet — to hold, keep [< *dy'Zati]

dusa / due — soul [« *dufa]

dvadsat / dvacet — twenty (< *dbva deseti]

F
fardr / fardf — clergyman [< MAG pfamrcere]

213
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fojt(ov)stvo / fojtstvi — office or land holdings of a magistrate (= fojt / fojt)
[< Ger Vogt / Voit + Slav *-(ov)istvo / *-sstvije]

H
hiadiet / hled&t — to regard; contemplate [< *gledéti)

hore / nahofe — above [< *(na) goré (L 5g.) <— *gora]
hospoddr / hospodaf — landlord [< *gospodarjs)

hrdio / brdlo — throat, neck [< *gpdlo)

hufia / houn® — thick wool fabric, thick wool blanker [< *gunja)

CH

cheiet / chtit — ro want  [< *xoléti)
chodit / chodit — to go,; come [< *xoditi]

I
imanie / jmén{ — possessions. property [< *jsménhe)

ist / jft — to go; come [< *idti / *iti)

fﬂ-"jﬁ—f [< *jazs]

jalovéa / jallivée — heifer [« *jalovee]

jutro / jitro — measure of area (used for land) [< *jutro < *jurt(o) < MHG juchert)
tjuk (now u?) / ji2 — already [< *jule]

K
kihaz / knéz — clergyman [< *kbnedz)

knicZa / knfZe — prince [< *kbneie]

konicc / konec — end [« *konkch)

koZuch / koZich — fur coar [< *koZuxu)

kon / kdfi — horse [< *konjs]

kril / krdl — king [< *korljb]

krdtkost / kratkost — shortness, brevity [< *korbkosts)
krima / krfma — inn, 1avern [< *Kkpiumal

krestan / kiestan — Christian [(< OHG krist(j)ani) < Lat christianus]
kimit' / krmit — to feed [< *kpmniti)

kirnny / krmny — fartening, to be fartened [< *kymenjs)
ktory / kiery — which [< *kblorbjs / *kblersjs)

ku/ku — to, toward [< *kb}
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kipenic / koupeni — buying, purchase [< *kupjenbic]
kdpit / koupit — fo buy [< *kupiti]

kurva / kurva — whore, harlot [< *kurnva)

L
lep3{ [ lepdi — better [« obligue stem *1Epits- + *-Bib (N s5g. m. stem = *Epjn-}]

lezat / lefet — 1o lie, be lying [« *leZati]

list / list — letter [« *listn])

licka [ lou¢ka — diminutive of 1ika / louka (= field, meadow} [< *ltnka}
Tudia / lidé — peaple [< *ljudnie]

tukno / lukno — measure of volume (often for grain) (< *1gkbno)

M
manfelka / man¥elka — wife [< *malfenka < *maldoZen- (see Machek 1971, 351))

mat | / madti — mother [< *mati]

mat , /mit — to have [< *jamit])

mdsiar / masaf — burcher [< *mesar)b)

medzi / mezi — berween  [< *medji]

mensi / mendi — smaller [< obligue stem *munjps- + *-bjb (N sg. m. stem =*munje-)]
mesiac f mésic — month  [< *mésecs]

mestefko / méstedko — diminutive of mesto / mésto {= town, city) [< *méstnieko]
meSkanie / meSkani — delay, hesitation [< *mudrkansje or *mdSkansije (see medkal )]
medkat / meSkat — to live, dwell [< *miiikati or *mé%at with -k- extension]
medtan / méStan — citizen [< original pl. stem *méstjan- (sg. stem *méstjanin-)]
mestek (SIKk only) — diminutive of meSec / m&Sec (= sack) [< *méSEibkB]

micra / mira — measure, amount [< *méra)

miesto | / misto — place [< *mésto]

miesto 3 / misto — instead of [< *mésto]

milost / milost — grace [< *milosts)

miZat / miZet — ro be silenr [< *m] Zati]

tmluvit / mluvit — to speak, talk, say  [< *m]vit]

mdct / moci — to be able  [< *mogti]

mdj f mij —my [< *mojs]

midrost / moudrost — wisdom [< *mdrosts)

miidry f moudry — wise [< *mqdrijs)

mui / muZ — man. hushand [< *mgis)
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N

nilinic / nd&lind — arensils, instruments  [< *nafineje]

"nadluze / nadlouze — for a long time  [< *na d]'gé (L sg.) <- *d]'gs]
nadov3etko / nadeviecko — above all [< *nad'h viSalnsko]

nadpfsat / nadepsat — to write above [< *niadmpisati / *nadbpssati]
najprviej) / nejprv(e) — first [< *najpyvie-j / *najpy viel

ndjst / najit — 1o find [< *naidti / *naiti]

najviac(ej) / nejvic(e) — most [< *najvetie-j / *najvetje)

nilezat / ndlelet — fo belong [< *naleZati]

nalial / nalft — 1o pour [< *nalsjati]

naplnit / naplnit — o fill [< *nap|niti)

nariadit / nafidit — ro command, order {< *narediti)

narodenie / narozeni — birth (< *narodjenzje]

nds /ndf — our [< *nadp]

navritit / navrdtit — o refurn  [< *navortiti)

nedela / nedéie — Sunday [< *nedglja)

nepniazeh / neptizels — disfavor, ill-will, unfriendiiness [< *ne-projazn)
nerozdielny / nerozdiny — inseparable; undivided [< *ne-orzd&lbvejb)
nesnidza / nesndze — difficulry  [< *ne-snadja)

0O
oba, obe / oba, ob& — both [« *oba , *obé]

obecny / obecni — municipal, town [< obec (< *obbijb) + -n¥/-ni (< *-E0bjb #-knjbjb)]
oblicznosé (OPol only) — presence, attendence [« *obli¢rnosts)
obtaZnost / obtitnost — difficulty [< *obiefznosis)

obtaZoval / obt¥%ovat — to bother, inconvenience [< *obteZovati)
obyfa) / obylej — custom [< *obyZajs]

odkladanie / odkladini — delay [< *otkladangje]

todmlivat (?)/ odmlouval — to talk back, contest [< *otm]vati)
odpieral / odpirat — to refuse, decline {< *otpérati)

odpoéiniit / odpotinout — 1o rest, relax  [< *otpodingti]

ona/ona — she [< *ona]

opatmost / opatmost — circumspection [< *opatrunosts]

opatmy / opatmy — circumspect [< *opatrunhjh)

opytovanic (Slk only) — gquestioning [< *opytovanke]

otec / otec — father [< *obch)
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:an'tﬁt'f pamét — memory [< *pamgis)

pani / panf — {good) lady; wife {< *panji}

pit / p&t — five [< *pein]

pedat / pedet — seal [< *pedats)

peniaz / peniz — coin  [< *péngdzs]

peniaze / penize -— money [< original A pl. *pénedze (N pl. = *pEnedai)]
piatok { pdtek — Friday [< *pervks]

{pisanic] / psani — lerter [< *pisanxje / *prsansic]

pisér / pisaf — scribe [< *pisans]

pivnica / piviice — beerhouse [« *pivenica)

platit / platit — ro pay [< *platiti]

piny / plny — full, complete [< *p|'nejn]

poctivy / poctivy — honest, upright [« *polsstivsjb]

poatie / poCeti — conception  [< *polginie]

podpisat / podepsat — fo write below  [< *podupisati / *podpposati]
tpodtvrdenie (7) / tpodtvrzeni — confirmation. authentication (< *podbtvy'djennje]
pohreb / pohieb — burial [< *pogrebs]

pokrvny / pokrevni — related [< *pokrevensjb]

pol/ pil — half [< *pols]

ponadok [/ pofadek — order. organization, arrangement,; routine [< *poredpks]
porozumict / porozumét — to come fo know, understand [< *po-orzuméti}
ponitat / poroutet — to command < *porqlati]

poruenie / poruleni — last will, testament  [< *porglennje]

porufenstvo / porulenstvi — trusteeship [< *porgépnbstvo / *poreéunbstvije]
posadit / posadit — to seat, place [« *posaditi]

posol / posel — messenger [< *posbin]

postipit / postoupit — 70 yield, surrender [< *postopiti)

potreba / potfeba — need. demand [< *poterba]

potrpict / potrp&t — to endure, bear [< *poty’péti}

potvrdenie / potvrzenf — confirmation, authentication [< *potvy'djensje]
potvrdit / potvrdit — o confirm [< *potv diti]

povedat / povEdEt — 1o say, tell [< *pov&dati (Cz inf. and Sik, Cz n-p. influenced by *vEdti)]
pozdravenie / pozdravent — greeting [< *posbdorvjennie]

pozistat (Cz only) — to remain, be left < *po + *zostati (see zostal below)]
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p&jst / pdjdu (Ist sg. n-p.) — so0 go, leave [< *poidti / *pojidy)

pracovat / pracovat — to work, perform a function [< praca (< *pontja) + *-ovati)
pravit (Cz only) — ro0 say [< “praviti]

predanic / prodanf — selling, sale [< *perdansje / *prodanje]

predi¥it / prodlouZit — to prolong, extend [< *perd]'¥iti / *prod} %iti)
predtZovanie / prodluZovdni — prolongation, extension [< *perd] ¥ovanbije / *prod] Zovanyje)
predo / pfede — before [< *perds]

predosly / pfedeSly — foregoing, previous [< *perdniudlnjs]

predov3etkym / piedeviim — above all  [< *perds vedaleskyjims / *perdt viséme)
predstipit / pfedstoupit — to come forward, appear [< *perdbstgpiti]

priat / pfat — 1o wish (somecne) the joy of {< *prbjani]

priatel / pfitel — friend [< *projateljs]

priatel'sky / prételsky — friendly [< *prijatelisskbjb]

priatclstvo / pHitelstvi — friendship (< *projateljsstvo / *prijateljsstvije)

priazedl / ptized — favor, good-will, friendship [< *prejazns)

priaziuvy / ptiznivy — favorable, friendly [< *prejaznivajs)

pribichat / pfibihat — 10 come running [< *pribégati]

pritina / pti¢ina — cause, reason [< *pri¢ina}

pridriat / pfidrict — ro hold [< *pridy’Zati}

prichddzat / ptichdzet — to arrive, come [< *prixadjati]

prichodit / Tpfichodit — to arrive, come [« *prixoditi]

prikdzat / prikdzat — 1o order, assign [« *prikazati]

primluva / pfimluva — intercession [< *prim|va)

[pririekat] / pfifikat — to promise, vow [< *prir&kati]

prirodzeny / plirozeny — natral  [< *prirodjentjb)

prissha / prisaha — oath [< *pris¢ga)

prisainik / [priseZnik} — councilor [< *priseZwniks]

prisaZny / [pfiseiny] — councilor [< *prisefianijs]

prislibit / pfisitbit — ro vow, promise {<*prissljubiti))

prist / piijit — to come, arrive [< *priidti / *priiti]

pristipit / pfistoupit — fo approach, appear before [< *pristopiti]

prisudzovat' / phisuzoval — to adjudge, adjudicate [< *prisqdjovati]

pritismit / pfitisknout — to press, apply. print [< *pritisknoti]

*prodluhovéni (Cz only) — prolongation, extension [< *pro- + *d|'g- + *-ovankje]
prosit / prosit — ¢o ask, request [< *prositi)
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prviej) / prv(e) — before, earlier [< *pr'vie-}/ *priviel

prviic (Slk only) — before, earlier [< oblique stem *pr’vips- + *-eje (N sg. m. stem =
*prviE)]

prvy /prvy — first [< *prvep]

piistat / poudtdt — 1o release, let po  [< *pustjau)

R
ratil / ralit — to deign, be pleased to  [< *raliti]

rada / rada — advice, counsel; counci! {< *rada)

riect / Hct — to say, tell  [< *rekti]

nichtdr / rychtdd — magistrare [< MHG rihtan)

rozdicl / rozdil — difference; divergence [« *orzdéls)

rozkédzanie / rozkdzin{ — order, command [< *orzkazangje)

trozmluvenie (?) / rozmluveni — conversation, discussion [< *orzm|vjensje]
trozmluvit' (7) / rozmluvit — to converse, discuss [< *orzm|viti)

rozumiel / rozumét — fo understand, know [< *orzum#t)

réznica / niznice — dispute, quarrel [< *orzinical

ruka / ruka — hand (< *roka)

S

sa / s¢ — oneself [< *s¢]

sediet / sed&t — to sit, be sitting  [< *s&déti]

sieft / sifi — hell, room [< *séns)

skondéenie / skondeni — end  [< *stkonilenke)
slobodit / svobodit — fo free, release {< *svoboditi (Skk -1- by dissimilation: v_b > 1_b)}
stub / sltb — promise [< *snljubs]

sIGbit' / slibit — to promise [< *suljubiti]
slubovat / slibovat — to promise [< *svljubovati]
sludny / sludny — decenz, proper [< *sluienbjs]
sluiba / sluZba — service [« *sluZnba]

shiZit / slouZit — to serve [< *sluZiti]

sluZobnik / sluebnik — servant [< *stuZebrniks)
slySar / slySet — to hear [« *sly3ati]

smiet / smét — to dare  {< *smméti)

smrt / smrt — deartk  [< *semf’is]

Tspolusused (?) / spolusoused — feflow citizen [< spolu (< *sb polu (G sg.) <~ *polb)
+ *s0sédu)
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spdsob / zpisob — way, manner [< *s1- + *posobs (< *po sobé L sg. refl. pron.))

spravedlnost / spravedlnost — right, privilege, justice [< *sppraved-l-snosts)

spravodlivost / spravedlivost — right, privilege. justice [< *sbpravad-l-ivosts]

spravodlivy / spravedlivy — fair, jusr [< *supraved-1-ivhjs]

spravoval sa / spravovat se — fo conform, comply [< *snpravovati s¢)

srdce / srdce — heart  [< *spdice)

stary / stary — old [« *starpjp)

statiek / stateSek — diminutive of statok / statek  [< *statpdnkn]

statok / statek — property, goods [< *statbkn}

staZnost / stitnost — complaint, grievance [< *sbitZmnosty)

staovanie / stéZovanl — complaining [< *sutefovansjc)

5101 / stll — table [< *stolp]

streda / stfeda — Wednesday [< *serda]

striefat'/ stfilet — to shoot [< *stréljati]

stvorenie / stvofen{ — crearure [< *snivorjensie]

sudca / soudce — judge, justice [< *sqdica)

sidobny / sudebnf — judicial [< *sodpbentjb / *sodsbenjsjs)]

sused / soused — neighbor (male) [< ¥sQs&dn]

suseda / souseda — neighbor (female) [< *sgséda)

susedsky / sousedsky — neighborly [< *sqsédiskhjs)

Svatit / svetit — to celebrate [< *svetiti)

svity [ svaty — holy [< *svgtsjb)

[svedomie] / [svédomi] — witness; testimony [< *stvEdombje]

sviatost / svélost — sacrament [< *svetosts]

sv0j / svilj — one’s own  [< *svojb)

svrchupsany (Cz only) — above-mentioned [< svrxu (< *st vy'xu (G 5g.) <— *V['XB)
+ ¥pesansjb]

S

Sest / 3est — six  [< *3ests)

$tastic / $1&sti — happiness, good fortune [< *snégstrje]
Stastmy / Stastny — happy, fortunate [< *spEGStEhih)
Stvrl / Stvit — one fourth  [< *Eptvy'ts]

$tvriok / &tvrtek — Tharsday [« *Estvy'tsks)

Stvity / Etvity — fourth  [< *ERVthjb)

Svagor / Svagr — brother-in-law [< Ger Schwager)
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T
taikost / 12Zkost — difficulry, rrouble  [< *tgirkosts]

taZky / t8¥ky — heavy; severe [< *1einkbjb}

tela / tele — colf [< *tele]

telo / t2lo — body [< *1&lo]

teprv {Cz only) — only, not until  [< te- (of unsure origin) + *pr’'vs}
trh / trh — marker [< *iygn)

tridsat / thicet — thirry  [< *tri deseti]

trpiet / tp&t — 10 endure [< *ip'peti]

ty/ty — you(sg.) [<*ty]

U
idolie / idoli — valley [< *qdolsje]

vhol /dhel — corner [< *ggnln)

uchadzat / uchizet — to run away, flee  [< *uxadjati)

urniet / umé&t — fo know how  [< *uméti]

vpadok / dpadek — decline [< *upadrks]

dplnost / dplnost — enrirery, rotality {< *up|'n- {< *v5 p|'n€ (L sg.) <— *pl'nd) + *-0518]
dplny / dpiny — entire, complete [< *upl'n- (< *vi p|'nd (L 52.) < *pl'nB} + *-Bjb)
Urad / itad — office, bureau [< *ureds (< *vE red2 (L 52.) <— *reds) (7))

tiradnik /iifednik — official [< *urgd- {< *v& rgde (L 5g.) <— *rds) (7) + *-niks)
urodzeny / urozeny — noble (< *urodjensijs]

utorok [ dtery — Tuesday [< *qloreks / *otervjb or *vibiorsks / *vElersjs)
utvrdenie / utvrzeni — confirmation, authentication [< *utvy'djenbie]

uivanie fuZivani — use [< *uZivansje]

A
vas f va3 — your (pl.) [< *vadi]

vizef / v&zeh — prisoner [< *v¢zmnjb)
vdatny [/ vde&&ny — grateful; granifying; worthy of gratitude
[« WSlay *vded- (< *vb dek- <« MHG danc / denke) + Slav *-pnbjb]
vec [ v&c — thing, item; affair, issue [< *veks or vEKin)
vedenie / védéni — knowledge < *vEdénbe)
vediet / v&dét — 1o know [« vE&dEn])
vedla / vedle — according to, conforming with [< *vb dulii (L 58.) < *dslja]
velky / vel(i)ky — grear [< *velikbjb]
verit / v&fit — ro believe [« *vért]
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verny / vémy — true, faithful [< *vérnnmjb)

viac(ej) / vic(e) — more [« *vetje-j / *vetje]

vidiet / vid&t — 10 see  [< *vidéti)

viera / vira — belief, faith [< *véra)

vlddnut / viddnout — to rule, govern [< *voldnoti]

VIE f VIRl — wolf's  [< *v]'Enjb)

vinutor / voitf — inside  [< *vibn otrs)

vo/ve—in on [<*vi]

von / ven — out, outside [< *vuns]

voz / viiz — wagon, cart [< *vozrs)

vibec / vilbec — in general [< *vi obRjb (A 5g.) <— Obhijh]
vila / vile — will, desire [< *volja]

vIANL / vratit — 1o return < *vortin]

vrch / vich — top [« *v['xB]

vsadit / vsadit — ro put (into}, place {into) [< *vbsaditi]
vyberat / vybfrat — 1o collect [< *vybéraii]

vydat / vydat — to give out, yield, produce [< *vydati]
vyhladivat / vyhleddvat — 10 look out for, look after [< *vygledavati]
vymienka / vitninka — stipulation, condition (< *vyméntka]
vyplatit / vyplatit — to pay up [< *vyplaiti]

vyplrenic / vypinéni — completion [« *vyp]'njensie]

vyplnit / vyplnit — o complete [< *vyp|'niti]

vyrozumiet / vyrorumnét -— o conclude, gather [< *vy-orzumiti]
vyslySatl / vyslySet — to hear (out) [< *vysly$ati)

vyznanic / vyznani — declaration, statemen: [< *vyznanbp)
vyzndvat / vymdvat — to declare, confess [< *vyznavan]
vziat / v2it — fo take [< *vbzet]

vzkriesenie / vzkfiSeni — resurrection [< *vwzkrésjennje]

Z

zaberat [ zabirat — fo seize [< *zabérati]

zatinck (Skk only) — a section of a barn  [< *zafinpkp]
Zamiesit / zamisit — fo mix [< *zamésiti]

2Amok / zimek — castle [< *zambks)

zaplatit / zaplatit — ro pay [< *zaplatiti]

zaslibit / zaslibit — to promise [< *zassljubiti)
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zat / zet — son-in-law  [< *zgtn)

zboZie / [zboZi] — grain [< *spboZsk)

zdravie [ zdravi — health [< *s1.dorveje]

zeman / zeman — squire  [< original pl. stem *zemjan- (sg. stem = *zemjanin-)]
zmienka [ zminka — reference, allusion [< *vezméntka]

zmluva / smlouva — conrract [< *sthmva]

znanie / zndn{ — knowledge [< *znangje]

nat [ Znit — to know  [< *mati]

zniel / znit — (o say; sound [< *zvenéti)

zostal / zistat — to stay, remain  [< 2- (< *sb- or *jbz-) + ostati (< *obstati)]
zotrvat / setrvat — persevere, persist [< *snirpvati]

[znadenie] / Zfizeni — ruling, decree, ordinance [< *zredjenbje (*z- < *sb- or *inz-)]
zmo / zmo — grain (< *zr'no)

ziplna / ziplna — entirely [< Z- (< *sb- or *jhz-) + tplna (G 5g.7) (< Gpln- (see iplny)}]
Yziipiny (Slk and Cz ?) — enrire, complete [< z- (< *sb- or *jkz-} + dpiny (see dplny)]

zvichu / svichu — above  [< *s% vi'xu (G 58.) <— *v['xB]

Z
#alovat sa / Zalovat (si) — to complain [< *Zalovati se]

Ziadat / 2adat — (o request, demand [< *3gdati]
#rtebi / hiibé — foal [< *3erbe]
Zriedlo / ziidlo — spring, source, well [< *3erdlo]
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INDEX OF CITED FORMS

Thus index provides grammatical and referential information for the 16th century forms cited
in Chapters IV-VII of the present work. The forms are listed here in SIk/Cz alphabetical order
with the following conditions. Because of inconsistencies in the use of graphemes in 16th
century S1k/Cz orthographic practice, no attempt is made here to interpret the 16th century
digraphs for the sake of alphabetical ordering. Thus, although the spetling ¢z in <czest>
clearly indicates & (modemn Sik: Jest' ), the form <czest> is listed here according to ¢z
rather than ¢. This holds true as well for the digraph ck , which is listed according to the strict
linear order of the graphemes c-A , rather than in the position following A as is customary in
Sik/Cz dictionary practice. For example, in the listing of the forms of k| the form <trch>
precedes the form <trhuz> ; and the forms of chcier'/ chiit spelled with ¢k (e.g., <chcel>) are
listed under ¢ and not after 4. Each vaniant spelling of an lexical item is given its own entry,
but identically spelled forms are listed together under one entry with the differing grammatical
or referential information for each form listed separately under the single headword.

The grammatical and referential information for each cited form is provided in the following
fashion. A complete grammatical description is given first. It should be noted that the case,
number, and gender information provided for the PrAP and PAP forms is based on
grammatical function and not morphological shape. Fluctuation in the use of desinences, along
with the adjectival use of these participles, allowed for the possibility of several different
endings for many of the participle forms during this period. The italicized word in parentheses
following the grammatical information refers to the headword in the “Glossary’ under which
modem 5k and Cz equivalents as well as an English translation and the etymology of the form
can be found. The second set of information is a reference to the location of the cited form in
the 16th century corpus. The place and date of composition of the text are given first, followed
by the line and word number of the cited form within the indicated text. The line and word
numbers refer to the exact location of the cited forms in the textual editions used for this study.
The information on textual editions can be obtained from Appendix B: “Technical description
of the corpus™. Finally, a reference is given to the location where the form is cited in the body
of this study. All such references are to Chapters IV-VII of this work and give the dialect
division and phonological feature section where the form is cited. As an example, the first
entry in this index is to be read as follows:

autery — A sg. n. (utorok); Krom&tiZ 1542 (16/2); MS1k C'u
Grammar info.: accusative singular neuter {noun); glossary listing: utorok
Corpus info.:  Krom&fiZ 1542 (= Varsik #136); line 16, word 2
Citation mfo.:  Moravian Slovak chapter; section: diphthongization of long #/C’__



226

A
autery — A sg. n. (urorck), Kromé&fiZ 1542 (16/2); MSik C"¢§

auterzy — A sg. n. (worok); Partiz. Lup&a 1571 (5/M4); CSlk C"G; CSIk r’

B
bedaczemy — I pl. m. PrAP (byf ); Dubovica 16th c. b (1/9); ESlk C'd

beru — 3rd pl. n-p. (brar ); Mofovce 1567 (27/3); CSlk Ci

berze — 3rd sg. n-p. (brar' ) Partiz. Lup&a 1571 (16/2); CSlk r*

bezel — sg. m. |-part. (befar ), Bytta 1580 (18/6); WSIk a

béZeli — pl. |-parnt. (beZar'); WSk a

hiale — A pl. f. adj. (biely); Brezovica n. Tor. 1567 (11/8); ESIk "¢

bileho — G sg. n. adj. (biely); Skalica 1543b (14/12); WSk "¢

bog — N sg. m. (Boh); Bartofovee 1554 (34/3); ESlk 6

bratrza — G sg. m. (brar); Partiz. L'up&a 1540 (8/3); CSlk r’

brzater — N sg. m. (brat), Plaved 1532b (8/5); ESlk 1’

brzatrom — [ sg. m. {(brat); Rajec 1553 (24/2); WSk r'

buch — N sg. m. (Boh); Plave& 1532b (17/5); ESkk 6

bude — 3rd sg. fut. (byr'); Beckov 1535 (2/4); WSk &’

budethe — 2nd pl. fut. (byr' ); Uh. Brod 1547 (29/8); MSlk 4’

budu — 3rd pl. fut, (byt'); Pov. Bystrica 1547 (17/3); WSIk C™u

Levoda 16th c. (3/12); ESlk C™i

budu-Ii — 3rd pl. fut. (byr'); Velkd n. Vel. 1548 (10/3); MSIk C"i

Buh — N sg. m. (Boh); Vala%. Mezititi 1541 (19/5); MSlk 6
Cachtice 1544 (8/3); WSIk 6

buh — N sg. m. (Boh): Veliénd 1584 (1173); C51k 6

Buoh — N sg. m. (Bok); RoZnov p. Radh. 1535 (14/10); MSIk 6
N. Mesto n. Vih. 1546 (9/8); WSk 6
Levoda 16th c. (4/8); ESIk 6

buch — N s2. m. (Boh); Vel. Pole 1547 (13/6); CSlk 6
buotky — A pl. {. (bdeka); Trendin 1584 {57/1). WSk ¢
byerati — inf. (hierat ); Pov. Bystrica 1576 (67/2); WSIk 'é

C
celu — A sg. f. adj. (cely); Spis. Kapitula 1592 (6/1); ESIk Cii

cheel — sg. m. l-pant. (chciet ), Jel$ava 1567h (15/5), CSlk t’
chcza — 3rd pl. n-p. (cheier ), Brezovica n. Tor. 1564 (24/4, 28/7); ESIk C'd/u
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chezel — sg. m, |-part. (cheief ), Rajec 1553 (58/3, 59/11); WSIk t'
Tmava 1580a (7/9); WSkt
Trmava 1580b (8/6); WSk t’

chezeli — pl. l-part. (chcier ); Chtelnica 1531 (7/10); WSIk t’
chczely — pl. I-part. (cheier ), Pov. Bystrica 1547 (13/10); WSk v’
chezv — 1st sg. n-p. (cheier' ); Barto3ovee 1554 (55/15); ESlk Ciju

chezy — st sg. n-p. (chcier ), Dobrd Voda 1538b (13/9); WSk C'dfu
Kréas. Luka 1556 {(4/11); ESIk Chiju

chodil — sg. m. 1-pant. (chodir ); RoZkovany 1575 (9/8); ESlkk d°
chodycz — N sg. m. PrAP (chodit ); Pov. Bystrica 1547 (6/12); WSIk 4
chtels — pl. I-part, {chcier ); Pov. Bystrica 1576 {66/12), WSIk t’
chticz — N sg. m. PrAP (chcier'), Skalica 1543b (19/12); WSk 4
chticze — N sg. m. PrAP (chcier ); Partiz. Lup&a 1540 (22/5); CSlk 4

N pl. m. PrAP (chcier ); Uh. Ostroh 1533 (21/1); MSlk 4
czamy — N sg. m. adj. (ierny); Brezovica i, Tor. 1567 (11/3); ESik 1
czasse — L sg. m. {{as); Partiz. Lup&a 1582 (36/12); CSik a
czerwenych — G pl. m. adj. (ferveny); Partiz. Lup&a 1562 (11/12); CSlk
czerwne — G sg. m. {(¢erven); Levoda 1569 (10/3); ESlk 1
czeskey — L sg. f. adj. (fazky); Krds. Lika 1556 (4/7); ESlk &; ESIk U
czest — A sg. [. (Cest' ), Lomné 1572 (14/10); ESIk /8
czestu — I sg. f. (cesta), Byta 1580 (13/10), WSlk C*d
cziaskosczy — A pl. f. {(rafkost ); BartoSovce 1554 (26/9); ESlk a
czigskoscz — N sg. f. (fafkosr' ), Hermik 1565 (3/5); ESlk a
cztaucz — N sg. m. PrAP (&ftar' ); Kromériz 1542 (2/5); MSik Chi
cztuczi — N pl. m, PrAP (¢ftar' ); Lomné 1572 (3/1); ESlk C'i
cztvrick — A sg. m. ($tvriok); Velkd n. Vel. 1548 (4/6); MSlk 1

cztwrtck — A sg. m. (frvrrok); Byt€a 1580 (1/5); WSIk b/b
Spis. Kapitula 1592 (21/9); ESlk v4s ESLk |

cztwrty — N sg. m. adj. ($rvry), Tren&in 1584 (22/10); WSIK 1
czwarthy — N sg. m. adj. {$rvrty); Brezovica n. Tor. 1564 (16/1); ESIk ¢
czwiert — A sg_f. (Srvrr' ) Partiz. Lupéa 1551 (7/12); CSlk p

czwriek — A sg. m. (Snrtok); Vel Pole 1347 (14/3); CSIK v/b

czyrkvy — G sg. . (cirkev); Veself n. Mor. 154%a (12/4); MSlk ¢
czyze[m)u — I sg. m. ad). (cudz{ ); Rajec 1553 (58/12); WSk dj
ctiemey — G sg. f. adj. (ierny); Partiz. Lup&a 1588b (18/9); CSkk ¢
czerveny — A sg. m. adj. (ferveny); Trenéin 1549 (43/7), WSlk ¢
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C
&as — N sg. m. {fas); CSlk a

trwrte — L sg. f. adj. ($rvrey); Velind 1584 (1/13); CSkk ¢

D
dadza — 3rd pl. n-p. (dar ), Hertnik 1565 (5/15); ESlk &

dein — A sg. m. (dent); Plave¢ 1532a (4/4); ESlk d°
dekugy — 1st sg. n-p. (dakovar'); Jel¥ava 1567a (7/5); CSlk a; CSIk C'ii/u; CSkk 4

den — A sg. m. (ded); Rodnov p. Radh. 1535 (15/5); MSIk b/
Kldster Smilheim 1540 {(5/3); MSik d°
N. Mesto n. Véh. 1550 (13/7); WSk o/
Trendin 1549 (28/5); WSlk d’
RuXomberck 1555a (4/5); CSlk /%; CSlk d°

derzeny — L sg. n. (drZanie); Kréas. Lika 1557 (4/8); ESlk ; ESlk a
derzety — inf. (driar }; Partiz. Lupda 1551 (8/2); CSlk y

desedt — A num. (desar ); Kalamenovs 1571 (7/2), CSkk a

dessecz — A num. (desar'), Bardejov 1586 (3/12); ESlk a

detmni — [ pl. n. (den’); Rajec 1553 (55/14); WSk t’

dety — G pl. n. (deti); Partiz. L'up&a 1551 (13/10); CSlk 4’

dewat — A num. (devdr ); Kremnica 1569 (5/3); C5lk a

dewecz — A num. (devdis ), Bardejov 1586 (3/10); ESlk a; ESlk d°
dewet — A num. (devdl' ); Trendin 1584 (37/3): WSl a

dewka — N sg. f. (dievka); Bytéa 1580 (8/6); WSIk 'é; WSk d°

dieczy — G pl. n. (der); Trnava 1565b (2/3); WSIk t’

dickujefm)e — st pl. n-p. (dakovar ); N. Mesto n. Vih. 1546 (16/2); WSk ¢’
diekwgy — 1st sg. n-p. (dakovar ), PlaveZ 1532b (4/1); ESlk a; ESIk d°
dietky — N pl. f. (dietky}; RuZomberok 1586 (5/9); CSlk 'é&

dievka — N sg. f. (dievka); RuZomberok 1531a (2/3); CSIk 'é

divka — N sg. f. (dievka); Trenlin 1549 (76/3); WSIk ¢

djtky — N pl. f. (dietky); Rajec 1586 (35/12); WSIk &

dluchye — A pl. m. adj. (dihy); Chmelov 1577 (2/2). ESlk |

dlugie — A pi. m. adj. (dlhy); Plaved 1583 (2/6); ESIk |

dlub — N sg. m. (dth); N. Mesto n. Vih. 1534 (11/1); WSIk ]

A sg. m. (dth); Uh. Brod 1536 (5/2); MSIk |
Martin 1540 (6/5); CSlk |

dluhe — A pl. m. adj. (d/hy); Makovica 1579b (2/9); ESlk ]
diuheho — G sg. n. adj. (dly): Senica 1537 (3/5); WSIk |
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dluhu — G sg. m. (dlh); Sem3a 1580 (4/5), ESk |
diuhy — N pl. m. (dlh); Amutovce 16th c. (19/3); ESkk |

A pl. m. {dlh); Partiz. Lup&a 1540 (11/6); CSlk ]
dlustwo — N sg. n. (dfEstve); RoZkovany 1575 (6/2); ESIk |

dluzen — N sg. m. ad;j. (diZny). Uh. Brod 1538 (4/1); MSlk |
Chmelov 1577 (4/8); ESIk /%
Amutovee 16th ¢. (12/2);, ESIk |

dluzien — N sg. m. adj. {(dl#ny); Hiohovec 1532 (5/10); WSlk )
dluznikow — G pl. m. (diZnfk); Partiz. LupZa 1568 (10/9); CSlk |
dluZen — N sg. m. adj. (diZny); Partiz. Lup&a 1540 (10/6); CSlk |
dlvgow — G pl. m. (dih); Bartofovee 1554 (17/4); ESlk |

dne — G sg. m. (deri); Velidna 1584 {1/4), CSik a
Levoda 1569 (10/2), ESkk a

dnia — G sg. m. {den); Polanovce 1584 (9/7); ESlk a

dnie — G sg. m. (deff); N. Mesto n. Vih. 1534 (1 1/10); WSlk a

dnu — D sg. m. (des); Chielnica 1531 {9/5); WSk C'i/u

dobre — adv. {dobry), Dobrd Voda 1538b (16/1); W3k r’

dobromysi{n}e — adv. (dobromyseiny), Veseli n. Mor. 1549b (20/12), MSlk |
dobru — I sg. f. adj. {dobry); Beckov 1535 (11/4); WSIk C'd

dobrze — A sg. n. adj. (dobry¥); Vrbové 1550b (1/10); WSIk r’
Plaved 1532b (4/6); ESlk r’

adv. (dobry); Uh. Brod 1531 (10/10); MSIk r'
Plaved 1532b (3/3); ESIkr’

dobrzeho — G sg. n. adj. (debry); Smolenice 1537 (1/7), WSk '
Mosovee 1567 (3/12): CSIk 1’

dom — A sg. m. (dom); Rajec 1586 (26/3); WSkk 6
Héra 1578 (19/3); CSlk &
Bartofovee 1554 (19/3); ESlk 6

domluwa — 3rd sg. n-p. (dombiivar' ), Partiz. Lupda 1582 (43/12); CSlk |
dopomuziete — 2nd pt. n-p. (dopoméct ); Bfeclav 1539 (6/3), M5k 6
dopustiti — inf. (dopustir ); KromeHZ 1539 (8/1); MSIk U

dosczi — adv. (dost ); Chtelnica 1531 (7/12, 17/5), WSk t’

doviernosti — G sg. f. (dévernosr }; Uh. Brod 1530 (12/6); MSlk W)
drogy — 1 sg. f. (drdha); Barto$ovee 1554 (18/10); ESlk C'i

drwa — A pl. n. (drvo); Partiz. Lup&a 1582 (44/6); CSlk §

drzel — sg. m. |-part. (driat ); LevoZa 1569 (8/1), ESIk 1

drzell — sg. m. l-pant. {drfar }; Orav. Zdmok 1574 (39/3). CSlk a
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drzett — inf. (driar }; Uh. Brod 1547 (13/5); MSIk 1; MSlk a
drZal - sg. m. l-part. (drfar' ), Partiz. Lupfa 1582 (11/6); CSlk 1
dr2&li — pl. l-pant. (driaf ); CSlk a

driéti — inf. (dr¥as ), WSlk a

duchotku — G pl. m. (déchodok); Kalamenov4 1571 (4/3);, CSlk &
dim — A sg. m. (dom); Rajec 1586 (35/4); WSk 6

duom — N sg. m. {dom); Jel§ava 1576-7 (2/6); CSlk 6

A sg. m. (dom), Tmava 1536 (22/1); WSIk 6
Levoda 1569 (7/2); ESlk 6

duowot — A sg. m. (ddvod), Partiz. Lupda 1571 (33/11); CSlk 6
ddm — A sg. m. (dom); RuZomberok 1585b {2/2), CSlk 6
dussy — I sg. f. (dusa); Pov. Bystrica 1562 (4/7); WSk Chiju
dwaczat — A num. {(dvadsat }; Tmava 1577e (4/8); WSIk a
dyl — N sg. m. (dief); Partiz. L'up&a 1588b (14/9); CSik '¢

A sg. m. (diel); Rajec 1553 (27/9); WSIk 'é
dyla — G sg. n. {dielo); Brumov-Bylnice 1539 (9/8); MSlk "é
dytky — N pl. f. (dietky); Paniz. Lup&a 1562 (24/12); CSlk "¢
dywky — G sg. f. (dievka); Partiz. Lupla 1568 (9/1); CSlk "¢
dzen — A sg. m. (dent); Bardejov 1586 (5/9); ESlk d’
dzewec — A num. {devdr ); Semsa 1580 (11/3); ESk d’
dzyathkamy — I pl. f. (dietky); Bartoovce 1554 (34/11); ESlk "¢
dzyll — A sg. m. (diel); Orav. Zamok 1574 (21/2), CSlk d'
dzylw — G sg. m. (diel); Orav. Zamok 1574 (38/7); CSlk d’

F
ffararza — A sg. m. (fardr). Bartofovce 1554 (31/10); ESlk a

flogtowstwj — A sg. n. {fojifovistvo), Rajec 1586 (10/8); WSk é
ffogtstwj — D sg. n. (fojtfov)srvo); Rajec 1586 (23/13); WSIk C'd/u

G
gduczim — D pl. m. PrAP (fsr); Modovce 1568 (10/6); CSlk C'i

giz — adv. (ju); Makovica 1579a (3/13); ESlk C'iju
gsaucz — N pl. m. PrAP (&yr'); Orav. Zamok 1574 (32/4); CSlk C*i

gu -— A sg. f. pron. (ona); Tmava 1577a (7/2); WSIk Chiju
Polanovee 1584 (4/16); ESlk C'dfu

gy — A sg. I. pron. (ona); RuZomberok 1585a (5/9); CSlk C™é/u
gyz — adv. (juZ); Partiz. Lup&a 1538 (13/2); CSlk Chifu
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H
hospodar — N sg. m. (hospoddr), Pov. Bystrica 1562 (3/3), WSk r’
Partiz. L'up&a 1582 (72/9); CSlk r’

hrdlo — A sg. n. (krdic); Partiz. Lup&a 1582 (68/14); CSlk r
hunyu — A sg. f. (husia), Kralunovee 1580 (6/11); ESIk C'd/u

I
iuz — adv. (juf); Brezovica n. Tor. 1567 (7/6); ESIk C ifu

J
Jalowtze — N sg. n. (jalovéa); Amutovee 16th ¢. (3/13); ESlk a

jducze — N sg. f. PrAP (fsr'); Tren&in 1549 (53/9); WSk C'd

ji— A sg. f. pron. (ona); Vala3. Mezifi¢f 1541 (14/3); MSlk C'd/u
Beckov 1535 (10/7); WSIk Chiju

jiz — adv. (juZ); Klaster Smilheim 1540 (7/6); MSlk C"d/u
Nava 1542 (6/9), WSk C’i/u

jmyti — inf. (mat,); N. Mesto n, Vdh. 1546 (13/10); WSlk "¢
jsau — 3rd pl. pres. (byr ); Tmava 1550 (3/5); WSIk C'a

jsu — 3rd pl. pres. (byr ), Martin 1540 (2/6); CSlk C'@

Jutro — A sg. n. {jutre); Amutovee 16th ¢. (20/4); ESlk Ciju

K
karmnych — G pl. f. adj. (kfmny); Amutovce 16th c. (29/3); ESlk 1

kaupyl — sg. m. 1-part. (kipir ), Partiz. Lup&a 1538 (7/7); CSlk C'6

ke — prep. (w); Pov. Bystrica 1562 (11/12); WSIk B/s
Kalamenova 1571 (20/4}, CSlk +/&
Plavel 1532a (2/2); ESIk /&

kniez — N sg. m. (kriaz); Skalica 1550 (6/4); WSlk a

Kniez — N sg. m. {kfiaz); Veseli n. Mor. 1549b (3/5); MSIk a
kniezy — D sg. m. (k#iaz): Dava 1542 (17/3); WSIk C'ifu
knyze — N sg. m. (knieZa); Trendin 1584 (24/5); WSlk 4

ko[n] — N sg. m. (kd#); Dol. Lopadov 1546 (4/3); WSIk 6

kon — N sg. m, (k45%); Brezovica n. Tor. 1567 (11/1); ESlk 6
koncza — G sg. m. (koniec). Polanovce 1584 (9/13); ESlk a
konczu — D sg. m. (koniec); Partiz. Lup&a 1578b (18/1); CSlk C'dfu
konecz — A sg. m. (koniec), Uh. Brod 1530 (3/9); MSk /s
konia — A sg. m. (k6r): Sem3a 1580 (6/2); ESlk a

kozuch — A sg. m. (koZuch); Trentin 1584 (67/8); WSk C'd/u
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krale — G sg. m. (krél ), Uh. Ostroh 1533 (16/1); MSlk a
Plavel 1532b (14/8, 19/2); ESlk a

kratkosczi — G sg. f. (krdrkost ), Chtelnica 1531 (11/13); WSIk v’
kreziny — A pl. f. (iedma); Trendin 1584 (33/11); WSlk §

krestane — N pl. m. (kresran), Mo3ovce 1569 (16/3); CSlk a
krestian — N sg. m. (krestan), CSlk a

krmil — sg. m. |-part. (k#mir' ); Partiz. Lup&a 1582 (17/5); CSlk
kterauss — A sg. f. adj. (kzary); RuZomberok 1555b (8/7); CSlk C'a
kteru — A sg. f. adj. (ktory); Velitnd 1584 (2/4); CSik C'i

kterza — N sg. f. adj. (krory); Partiz. Lup&a 1571 (25/), CSkk 1’
kterzeho — G sg. m. adj. (krory), Plaved 1532a (10/1); ESk r*

ku — prep. (ku); Uh. Hradi%té 1538z (6/9); MSIk b/b
Trencin 1549 (20/10); WSl »/s
Partiz. Lup&a 1559 (11/12); CSk u/n
Bardejov 1586 (5/1); ESlk v/p

kuin — N sg. m. {kér); Plave¢ 1532a (10/4); ESlk &
kupeny — A sg. n. (kidpenie), RuZomberck 1585a (7/6), CSlk 'é; CSlk C'd

kupyl — sg. m. I-part. (keipir ¥; Tmava 1565b (1/8), WSk C'd
Semsa 1580 (5/12); ESlk C™d

kurwow — I sg. f. (kurva); Partiz. Lup&a 1582 (8/10); CSlk C"d

L
lepssy — A sg. f. adj. (lep&( ); Vala3. Mezif{t{ 1541 (32/5); MSIk C'ifu
Cachtice 1550 (9/5); WSl C'iju

lezyczy — N sg. m. PrAP (leZat ), Skalica 1590 {7/9); WSIk 4
le¥iczyh — A pl. f! PrAP (leZar ), Partiz. Lupca 1582 (89/10); CSlk 4
lidem — D pl. m. (fudia); Partiz. Lupfa 1540 (10/9); CSIk C'd/u

lidmi — I pl. m. (fudia); Uh. Ostroh 1540 (4/6); MSIk d°
Skalica 1536 (14/5); WSk d'
Partiz. LupZa 1540 (29/3); CSlk d'

lidy — G pl m. ({udia); Veseli n. Mor. 1549b (13/6); MSIk C'd/u
liscie — L sg. m. ({ist); Brezovica n. Tor. 1567 (14/5); ESIk t'
luczek — G pl. . (icka); Vy3. Kubin 1568 (8/11); CSlk v/
ludy — A pl. m. (fudia); Partiz. Lup&a |578b (15/4); CSlk C"i/u
ludze — N pl. m. (Tudia); Chmelov 1577 (8/5); ESlk Chiju

lukan — G pl. n. {likno); Kremnica 1569 (4/5, 6/11);, CSIk v/e
Kalamenova 1571 (29/10); CSIk /s

Lukan — G pl. n. ({fukno); Kremnica 1569 (8/13); CSik »/s
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lydi — G pl. m. (Tudia); Smolenice 1537 (12/5); WSk C'ifu
lydze — N pl. m. (fudia); Krés. Lika 1557 (2/10); ESIk C"ii/u
Lyvdzmy — I pl. m. ({udia); Bartofovee 1554 (6/15); ESlk d°

M
maje — N sg. m. PrAP (mar,); Ub. Brod 1531 (11/3); MSik a

maji — 3rd pl. n-p. (mar,); Tmava 1536 (33/7); WSIk Ci/u

majicz — N sg. m. PrAP (mat,); Uh. Brod 1531 (27/4); MSlk C'id/u
manzelkow — I sg. f. (manfelka); Partiz. Lup&a 1571 (18/16); CSlk C™i
manzelku — I sg. f, (manfelka), Partiz. Lupéa 1562 (6/14); CSlk C"i
ma[n]zielku — I sg. f. (manielka); Bieclav 1539 (3/9); MSlk C'i
masarz — N sg. m. (mdsiar); Skalica 1536 (28/2); WSIk 1’

matere — G sg. f. (mar;); Pov. Bystrica 1576 (45/5); WSIk 1’

math — inf. {mat,}; Makovica 1579b (6/10); ESIk ¢

Maudrym — D pl. m. adj. (middry); Skalica 1550 (18/1); WSk Ci

maudrzy — V pl. m. anim. adj. (muidry); Uh. Hradi%i& 1538a (1/4); MSIk C"a
Uh. Brod 1540a {1/4); MSIk '
Skalica 1543b (1/6); WS1k C*i

maya — 3rd pl. n-p. (mar,); Hertnik 1565 (3/14); ESik C't/u

meczy — prep. {(medzi); Hlohovec 1550 (5/11); W51k dj

medzi — prep. (medzi), KraZunovce 1580 (4/1); ESIk dj

medzy — prep. (medzi), Partiz. Lupéa 1562 (11/3); CSlk dj

menssow — I sg. f. adj. (mensi ); Partiz. Lupfa 1588b (16/10), CSlk C'4/u
meru — A sg. f. (miera), Kremnica 1569 (9/10); CSlk "¢

mesicze — G sg. m. (mestac), Partiz. Lupéa 1571 (4/10); CSlk 4
meskane — G sg. n. (meskanie); Jel¥ava 1567a (14/8); C5lk &

messtok — A sg. m. {meitek), Slov. Lup&a 1589 (42/7), CSIk v/
mesteczku — L sg. n. {(mestecko); Kldstor p. Zniev. 1531 (14/9); CSlk /%
mesto — prep. (miesto,); Partiz. Lupga 1562 (30/11); CSlk "¢

mesyacu — G sg. m. {mesiac); Chmelov 1577 (12/5); EStk 4

mety — inf. (rnaf,); Slov. Ves 1591 (15/3); ESlk "¢

mezy — prep. (medzi); Valad. Meniici 1541 (79); MSlk d)
Trendin 1532 (4/9); WSk dj
Orav. Zamok 1574 (20/8); CSkk d)
Chmelov 1577 (6/8); ESIk dj

mie — G sg. pron. (ja); Plave& 1583 {4/3); ESlk a

miessczane — N pl. m. (mestan), Valas. Mezifii 1541 (28/9); MSlk a
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Miessczane — V pl. m. (mesran); Velkd n. Vel. 1548 (1/10); MSlk a
miestie — L sg. n. (miesto; ), Velkd n. Vel. 1548 (8/7), MSlk

mieti — inf. (mar); N. Mesto n. Vh. 1550 (13/2), WSlk ¢
Martin 1540 (22/6), CSIk 'é

milosczi — G sg. f. (mifosr' ), Chielnica {531 (3/2); WSIk t'

miste — L sg. n. (miesto,); Vy§. Kubin 1568 (4/10); CSlk "¢
mistic — L sg. n. (miesto,); Kromé&FHZz 1542 (8/4); MSIk "¢

mistu — D sg. n. (miesto;); Skalica 1536 (13/12), WSIk "€

miti — inf. (mar,); Uh. Ostroh 1540 (7/11); MSIk *é

mity — inf. (mar,); Plave¢ 1532b (19/8); ESlk "¢

miczet — inf. {(micar' ); Partiz. L'up&a 1582 (44/13); CStk |; CSlk a
mlovy — 3rd sg. n-p. (mluvit ); Slov. Lupia 1589 (19/2); CSlk }
mlowil — sg. m. |-part. (miuvir ), Partiz. Lup&a 1559 (12/8); CSkk |

mluviti — inf. (méuvir ); Ro#nov p. Radh, 1535 (11/9) MSlk ]
Trenéfn 1549 (38/13); WSlk |

mluwicz — N sg. f. PrAP (miuvit ); Partiz. Lup&a 1582 (46/3); CSlk 4
mluwil — sg. m. l-pant. (miuvir ); Partiz. Lupda 1582 (22/11); CSlk |
mnu — [ sg. pron. (ja¥; Trendin 1577 {(6/4); WSk C'6

mnv — | sg. pron. (ja); BartoSovce 1554 (53/6); ESlk C'd

moy — N sg. m. adj. (mdj); Plave¢ 1532b (8/6); ESlk 6

mozies — 2nd sg. n-p. (mdcf ), Plaved 1532a (6/8), ESlk 6

mozess — 2nd sg. n-p. (méct'); Trenéin 1549 (81/10), WSlk 6
mudrosc — N sg. f. (muidrosr ); Brezovica n. Tor. 1567 (5/4); ESlk C"i
mudry — N pl. m. anim adj. (midry), Zamovica 1548 (1/6). CSIk C'i
Mudrzim — D pl. m., adj. (miidry). Mo3ovce 1567 (1/1); CSlk ¢’

mudrzy — V plL. m. anim. adj. {(muidry); Uh. Brod 1530 (1/4); MSik C'a
Trendin 1549 (1/4), WSIk Chi

Mudrzy{m] — D pl. m. adj. (mudry); Dol. LopaSov 1546 (13/1); WSk r’
mug — N sg. m. ad). (mdj); Rajec 1586 (24/13), WSIk ¢
muj — N sg. m. adj. (mdj); Bieclav 1539 (3/6); MSIk &

muoy — N sg. m. adj. (mdy}; Stra¥nice 1532 (3/4); MSlk 6
Pov. Bystrica 1547 (2/7); WSIk 6
RoZkovany 1575 (4/12); ESlk 6

muoze — 3rd sg. n-p. (mdc? ); Pov. Bystrica 1576 (47/9); WSk é
muozeme — 1st pl. n-p. (mécr' ); KldStor p. Zniev. 1531 (13/3); CSlk 6
muozte — 2nd pl. n-p. (médcr' ); Uh. Ostroh 1533 (27/6), MSlk 6

mu? — 3rd sg. n-p. (mder ); Partiz. Lupla 1582 (31/11); CSkk 6



B00R1522

235

muZa — G sg. m. (muZ); Partiz. Lup&a 1559 (15/4); CSlk a

mvy — N sg_ m. adj. (md)). Kras, Lika 1556 (6/1); ESlk 6

myenya — O sg. n. (imanie), BartoSovce 1554 (4/14); ESlk 4

myeskayaczemv — D sg. m. PrAP (meskar ), Dubovica 16th ¢. a (11/3); ESlk C'd/fu
myeste — L. sg. n. (miesro,); Polanovce 1584 (11/9); ESIk é; ESlk t'

mysto — A sg. n. (miesto;); Slov. Ves 1591 (15/6); ESlk '¢

myti — inf. (mat,), Partiz. Lup&a 1582 (29/7); CSk '€

N
naczynye — A s5g. n. {ndcinie), Plavec 1556 (4/5); ESIk "¢

nadepsany — N sg. m. PPP (nadpisar ); Val. Meziff&i 1541 (9/3); MSIk v/
nadluze — adv. (nadluze), RoZnov p. Radh. 1535 (14/11); MSik |
nadowsseczko — adv. (nadovietko);, Mofovee 1568 (9/4); CSlk v/e

nahore — adv. (Aore); Vala, Mezif&i 1541 (34/7); MSIk 1’

nahorze — adv. (hore); Beckov 1535 (6/6), WSk 1’

naiperwei — adv. (najprv(ej) ); Semsa 1580 (6/11); ESlk y

naleziczy — A pl. f. PrAP (ndleZar' }; Uh. Brod 1547 (5/11); MSlk 4
nédleZ&li — pl. I-part. (ndleZar ), MSik a

naliawssy — N pl. m. PAP (naiiat'}; Partiz. LupZa 1571 (35/6), CSlk 4
nalieli — pl. I-part. (nafiar }; Partiz. Lupfa 1568 (28/6); CSlk 4

napinite — 2nd pl. n-p. (napinir' ); Velka n. Vel. 1548 (12/8); MSik }
Naroczeny — G sg. n. (narodenie), Mo3ovce 1578 (1/4); CSlk dj

Narozent — G sg. n. (narodenie); Partiz. Lup&a 1540 (1/4); CSIk dj
narzyzenymi — [ pl. f. PPP (nariadit ); Veseli n. Mor. 1549b (5/1); MSIk 4 MSlk dj
Nasse — N sg. f. ad). (naf); Lomné 1572 (23/6); ESlk a

nasse — N sg. f. ad). (nd$); Lomné 1572 (11/6); ESlk a
Slov. Ves 1591 (15/5); ESlk a

nassi — I sg. f. adj. (ndd), Rajec 1586 (4/8); WSk C'dfu

nassu — A sg. f. adj. (245); Partiz. Lup&a 1562 (8/2), CSlk Chifu
Lomné 1572 (6/8); ESlk C'd/u

nassy — A sg. f. adj. (ngd); Lomné 1572 (7/7); ESlk C'i/u

nasszau — I sg. f. adj. (nd%); RuZomberok 1555a (9/9); CSlk Cifu
navraticz — N pl. m. PrAP (navrdeit ); Skalica 1536 (8/14); W5k 4
naydethe — 2nd pl. n-p. (adjst ); Sklabifa 1579 (10/11); CSlk d’
nayprv — adv. (najpnej) ); Kiadter Smilheim 1540 (5/6); MSlk §
neberzeme — 1Ist pl. n-p. (brat’ }; Uh. Brod 1538 (8/10); MSlk r’
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necheeli — pl. 1-part. {chcier ); Jel§ava 1567h (19/8); CSIik t'

nedelu — A sg. f. (nedefa); Ru¥omberok 1555% (4/6); CSIk C’G/u
nedely — A sg. f. (nedela); Partiz. Lup&a 1578a (50/3); CSIk C"i/u
nedopuszczietty — inf. (dopiifrar ), JelSava 1567a (12/12), CSlk v
nehledice — N pl. m. PrAP (hladiet }; Slov, Lup&a 1589 (27/1); CSlk 4
nemagy — 3rd pl. n-p. (mat,); Partiz. Lupéa 1562 (25/7); CSlk Ciju
nemaji — 3rd pl. n-p. (mat,); Straknice 1532 (6/2); MSIk C'iju
nemohau — 3rd pl. n-p. (mécr' ); Uh. Ostroh 1533 (7/11); MSIk Chi
nemuoze — 3rd sg. n-p, (mdcr ); Slov. Ves 1591 (5/5); ESIk &
nemuZem — 15t pl. n-p. (mdcr' ), Skalica 1550 (11/8), WSIk 6
nenalezelo — sg. n. |-part. (ndlefar }; Uh. Ostroh 1540 (3/6); MSlk a
neodpirali — pl. I-part. (odpierar’ ), Uh. Brod 1531 (7/4);, MSIk "é
nepriiasmy — G sg. f. (nepriazef); Levofa 1552 (6/9): ESlk 4
nepuojdu — 1st sg. n-p. {pdjst' ); Trencin 1549 (27/1);, WSIk 6
nepuoyde — 3rd sg. n-p. (péjst ), Makovica 1579b (5/13); ESlk 6
nerozdilnu — I sg. f. (rerozdielny); Partiz. LupZa 1568 (26/3); CSlk *é
nesmie — 3rd sg. n-p. (smief ); Partiz. L'up&a 1582 (30/7); CSIk *é
nesnaze — A pl. f. (nesnddza; Orav. Zimok 1574 (71/7); CSIk dj
nesnazy — G pl. £. (nesnddza), StréZnice 1532 (11/9), MSIk dj
neumyeme — 1st pl. n-p. (umier ); Nava 1534 (4/5), WSIk 'é

nevim — st sg. n-p. (vedier ); TrenZin 1549 (40/9); WSIk "¢

nevime — ist pl. n-p. (vedier ), Krom&¥iz 1539 (12/4); MSlk "¢

newie — 3rd sg. n-p. (vedier }; Trenéin 1584 (45/10);, WSk "¢

newictte — 2nd pl. n-p. (vedief ); Dol. Stubiia 1566 (10/1); CSIk 6
newy[m] — Lst sg. n-p. (vedief ), Zamovica 1548 (7/6); CSlk "¢

neysu — 3rd pl. pres. (byr' ), Veselin. Mor. 1549a (4/10); MSik C"d
Neywjce — adv. (najviac(ej) ), Rajec 1586 (16/6), WSk 4

nezadayu — 3rd pl. n-p. (fiadar ), Spi%. Kapitula 1592 (16/5); ESIk Cifu
nemazy — A pl. . (nesnddza); N. Mesto n. Vih. 1534 (14/4); WSk dj
niechodzil — sg. m. l-pant. {chodii ); Brezovica n. Tor. 1567 (10/15); ESik d'
nieobtieZovali — pl. |-pant. {(obrazovat ), Nava 1542 (5/10); WSkt
niewyczic — 2nd pl. n-p. (vedier ); Brezovica n. Tor. 1564 (5/5); ESIk "é
niu — I sg. f. pron. (ona); Polanovce 1584 (5/11); ESlk Cifu

nou — I sg. f. pron. (ona); Partiz. Lupéa 1582 (59/14); CSIk C iju
nyediely — A sg. f. (nedefa); Kris. Lika 1557 (11/4); ESIk C*i/u
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O
obecnj — I sg. 1. adj. (obecny); Veliéna 1584 (6/3), CSlk C'i/u

oblicenoscziv — 1 sg. f. (eblicznos€), Rutomberok 1555a (9/8); CSk t’
obou — G num. (oba, obe); Jeliava 1567b (19/4); CSlk C'd
obteznosty — G sg. f. (obraZnosr ), Slov. Ves 1591 (12/6); ESlk t’
obyczagem — 1 sg. m. (obycaj); Jeliava 1576-7 (5/12), CSk a

obyczay — N sg. m. (eby¢aj), llava 1534 (9/12), WSlk a
Kris, Litka 1557 (8/6); ESlk a

obyczegem — 1 sg. m. (obyéaj); Levota 1569 (6/3); ESlk a
obyczejem — I sg. m. {oby&aj); Klastor p. Zniev. 1531 {6/5); CSkk a
obyczey — N sg. m. (obyaj); Pov. Bystrica 1347 (5/3); WSlk a

ocza — G sg. m. (otec); Pov. Bystrica 1576 (45/8); WSlk a

oczy — D sg. m. (atec); Partiz. Lup&a 1559 (11/13); CSlk C"d/u
odkladany — G sg. n. {odkladanie); RoZkovany 1575 (13/2); ESlk &
od-mluvati — inf. (odmlivar ); Tmava 1577b (7/1); WSlk |
odpoczynuti — inf. {edpodiniir ¥, Trenéin 1549 (40/4), WSIk C'd
opaternetnu — D sg. m. adj. (oparrny); Semsa 1580 (21/3); ESlk
opatmmeho — G sg. m. ad). (opatrny); Héva 1578 (7/5), CSlk 1
opatmoste[m] — D pl. . {opatranost’ ); Uh. Brod 1531 (29/6); MSlk ¢
opatmostem — D pl. f. (opatrnosr ), Vel. Pole 1547 (2/3); CSlk
Opatmy — V pl. m. anim. adj. (oparrny); Slov. Ves 1591 (1/3); ESlk ¢
opatmym — D pl. m. adj. (opatrny), Uh. Ostroh 1533 (32/3); MSIk r
opatmy(m) — D pl. m. adj. (opatrny); Slov. Ves 1591 (23/3); ESlk
opitowany — A sg. n. (opyiovanie), Slov. Ves 1591 (8/13), ESlk "¢
oppaternim — D pl. m. adj. (opatrny); Cachtice 1544 (11/3); WSIk 5
Oppaternim — D pl. m. adj. (opatray); Lomné 1572 (35/3). ESkk
oppatmemu — D sg. m. adj. (oparrny); Vrbové 1550b (18/3); WSIk
Oppatmim — D pl. m. ad). (opatrny); Lomné 1572 (2/6), ESlk 1
oppatmostmi — | pl. f. (oparrnost ), Skalica 1543a (5/10); WSlk r
oppatmy — V pl. m. anim. adj. (opairny); Roinov p. Radh. 1535 (1/6); MSik ¢
otcze — G sg. m. (orec); Skalica 1543b (7/8); WSIk a

Olecz — N sg. m. {orec); Lomné 1572 (19/11); ESlk /s ESlk 1

otecz — N sg. m. {(otec); Skalica 1543b (8/10); WSIk v/p
Skalica 1590 (6/1); WSk t’
Partiz. Lup&a 1559 (13/1); CSlk /s; CSik t'
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P
pamiet — A sg. f. (pamdr ); Valas, Meziti¢f 1541 (32/6); MSlk a

paniu — I sg. f. (pant); Partiz. Lup&a 1562 (28/11); CSIk C*d/u

paick — A sg. m. (piatok), Val. Mezi%i&{ 1541 (1/7); MSIk 2/
Klastor p. Zniev. 1531 (15/4); CSlk v/

peczent — A sg. f. (pedar ); Bardejov 1586 (5/6); ESlk a

peczel — A sg. f. (pedar ); Cachtice 1550 (9/7); WSk a

peczeth — A sg. f. (pedar ); Kromé&tiE 1542 (149); MSIk a
peczetow — I sg. f. (pedar'); JelSava 1567b (18/11); CSkk ChiM
peczety — I sg. . (pedar }; KliStor p. Zniev. 1531 (4/5). CSlk Ciju
peniaze — A pl. m. (peniaze); Sem3a 1580 (16/1); ESIk &

pemiz — A sg. m. (peniaz); Rajec 1586 (28/1); WSk 3

penize — A pl. m. (peniaze), Uh. Brod 1540b {6/4); MSIk 4
Tmava 1536 (33/6); WSlk 4
Veliénd 1584 (12/11); CSlk 4
Levota 1569 (6/10); ESlk 4

penneze — N pl. m. (peniaze); Senica 1530 (13/5); WSIk 4

penficze — A pl. m. (penjaze); Senica 1530 (6/4), WSlk 4

penyze — A pl. m. (peniaze); Bardejov 1585 (7/1); ESIk 4

petczethmy — I pl. f. (pedar }; Orav. Zamok 1574 (74/8); CSikk ¢’

piecz — A num. {(pdr }; Hlinné 1585 {6/3); ESlk a

pirwy — A sg. m. adj. (prvy); PlaveZ 1583 (16/10); ESlk y

pisar — N sg. m. (pisdr); Plavef 1532a (59); ESlk r’

pissarz — N sg. m. {pisdr), BarntoSovce 1554 (19/9); ESlk ¢
piwniczow — [ sg. f. (pivaica); Partiz. Lup&a 1588b (16/9); CSlk C'ti/u
platiti — inf. (pfarir' ); Skalica 1590 (13/6); WSlk

plnu — A sg. f. adj. (piny); Uh. Brod 1536 (16/4); MSlk ]
Skalica 1543b (5/3)% WSIk C"d

pocyerpyel — sg. m. |-part. {potrpier ); Chmelov 1577 (10/3); ESk
poczeziwem — I sg. m. adj. (pocnivy); Rufomberok 1555b (9/4); CSlk t”
Poczeti — G sg. n. (pocatie), RoZnov p. Radh. 1535 (15/6); MSlk a
podepsanych — G pl. m. PPP (podpisar’ ), Martin 1561 (3/11); CSIk b/

podtwerdzenie — A sg. n. (podtvrdenie); Jelfava 1567b (17/6); CSIk ; CSlk *é
Jel8ava 1572 (13/7); CSlk ’¢; CSlk dj

pohrebu — G sg. m. {pohreb); Amutovee 16th c. (10/3); ESIk ¢’
pokremych — A pl. m. adj. (pokrvny); Partiz. Lup&a 1578b (17/1); CSlk

pol — A (poly; Hbra 1578 (15/9); CSik 6
Spi&. Kapitula 1592 (5/10); ESlk 6
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poradtkom — 1 sg. m. (poriadok); Levoda 1569 (7/9);, ESlk ¢
poriadkami — I pl. m. {poriadok); Rajec 1586 (29/2); WSlk r*
porozumy(m} — 1st sg. n-p. (porozumiet' ), Plave 1532b (17/11); ESlk ¢

poruczam — 1st sg. n-p. (poriiéar ); Dol. Stubfia 1566 (15/4); CSlk C'i
Plaved 1583 (19/4); ESIk C™d

poruczenstvi — N sg. . (porudensrvo); Uh. Brod 1530 (7/3); MSIk "é
porucZeni — G sg. n. (porudenie), Uh. Brod 1530{11/9), MSlk 4
porzadek — N sg. m. (poriadok). Uh. Brod 1538 (6/9); MSlk '
posadzeny -— N pl. m. PPP (posadif ), Orav. Zamok 1574 (13/6); CSlk dj
posel — N sg. m. (posol), Kris. Liika 1556 (6/2); ESlk n/s
postupyl — sg. m. |-part. (postidpir ), Orav, Zamok 1574 (21/7); CSlk C"u
potrebu — A sg. f. (potreba); Spis. Kapitula 1592 (20/6); ESlk r’
potrzebie — D sg. f. (potreba); Kremnica 1569 (3/2); CSlk r’
potvrdili — pl. 1-pan. {porvrdit'); Beckov 1535 (6/8); W51k d°
potvrdyla — sg. f. I-part. (porvrdir }; Tmava 1536 (11/7), WSlk
potwrdili — pl. 1-part. {porvrdir ), Partiz. Lup&a 1588b (26/5); CSlk 1
potwrzeny — A sg. n. (potvrdenie); Partiz. L'up€a 1578b (28/6); CS1k dj
potwrzyl — sg. m. |-pan. (parvrdif ); Rajec 1553 (18/12); WSIk 4’
powedza — 31d pl. n-p. (povedar ), Kras. Lika 1557 (9/7), ESlk 4
poydv — st sg. n-p. (pdjst ), Bartofovce 1554 (47/16); ESlk é
Pozdraveny — G sg. n. (pazdravenie), Dol. LopaSov 1546 (1/10); WSIk 4
pozdraweny — G sg. n. (pozdravenie), Mosovce 1568 (3/5); CSlk 4

A sg. n. {pozdravenie), Krafunovce | 580 (1/3); ESIk ¢
pozuostal — sg. m. |-part. (poziistar); Skalica 1536 (18/2); W3lk &

pozustal — sg. m. I-part. (pozistar); Strinice 1532 (4/7); M5ik 6
Skalica 1550 (4/8); WSIk &
Amutovee 16th c. (1/4); ESlk 6

praczele — N pl. m. {priatef ); Lomné 1572 (34/4); ESlk 4; ESlk t
Polanovce 1584 (8/7); ESIk 4

praczelow — ! pl. m. (priarel }; Polanovce 1584 (8/4), ESlk &

praczelskey — A! sg. . adj. (priatelsky), Polanovce 1584 (5/14); ESIk 4

praczujycz — N sg. m. PrAP (pracovar ), Veseli n. Mor. 1549a (1 1/3); MSlk Chifu (3x)
praly — pl. l-part. (priar ); Slov. Ves 1591 (3/8); ESlk 4

pratele — G sg. m. (priatel ); Lomné 1572 (15/6); ESlk 4; ESlk a

pratelow — G pl. m. (priare!l ¥, RuZomberok 1585a (7/4); CSik a

pratelsky — adv._ (priatelsky); MoSovce 1569 (8/7); CSlk &
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prawycze — N pl. m. PrAP (pravir); Pov. Bystrica 1576 (8/15); WSk 4
Partiz. LupZa 1562 (30/4); CSIk 4

predesslich — L pt. m. adj. (predof!y); MoSovce 1567 (7/3); CSlk B
predewssymi — adv. (predovietkim); Rajec 1553 (8/9); WSIk b/b
predstupil — sg. m. |-pan. (predsuipir }; Lomné 1572 (6/6); ESlk C'd
pregicz — N sg. m. PrAP (priar }; Makovica 1579a (1/13); ESlk C'd/u
preli — pl. l-part. (priaf ); Kladtor p. Zniev. 1531 (1/7); CSkk 4
Priaczeln — D sg. m. (priatel }; Makovica 1579b (10/8); ESlk Chifu
pribehel — sg. m. I-pant. (pribiehar ); Byt€a 1580 (20/3); WSIk *é
priczini — G sg. f. (pridina), Makovica 1579a (79); ESIk 1’

pr(i}drzen — N sg. m. PPP (pridr¥ar ), Hlohovec 1545a (8/5); WSlk a
prikazu — 1st sg. n-p. {prikdzar ); Dobré Voda 1538b (37/1); WSIk C'/u
pnmlowu — A sg. f. (primiuva), MoSovce 1568 (5/11); CSlk ]
prisahau — [ sg. f. (prisaha); Kralunovee 1580 (11/12); ESIk Chi
piisahow — I sg. f. (prisaha); Partiz. Lup&a 1582 (15/5); CSlk Chid
prisahu — 1 sg. f. (prisaha); Bytfa 1580 (9/11); WSk r’

prisazni — N sg. m. (prisainy); Tren&{n 1577 (2/5); WSk a

prisicznyk — N sg. m. (prisaZnik); Kratunovce 1580 (15/1); ESlk a
pnshbil — sg. m. I-pan. (prisfibir }; Jelava 1567b (12/1); CSik C'td/u
pristwpil — sg. m. l-pant. (prisnipir ); Ruzomberok 1531a (1/2); CSlk 1’
pritelow — G pl. m. (priarel ); Partiz. Lup&a 1568 (9/6). CSIk 4
pritisnut — inf, (pritisnic ); Lomné 1572 (31/4); ESIk C"d

prittelsky — adv. (priatelskf); Dol. Stubiia 1566 (12/1); CSlk 4

priw — adv. (pri(ef) ); Dol. Stubhia 1566 (9/11); CSlk §

prjsainy — N sg. m. (prisainy), Velilnd 1584 (3/10); CSlk 1
prodluhowany — G sg. n. (prodluhovdn( ); JelSava 1567a (15/1), CSlk |
prodluzowany — G sg. n. {(prediZovanie); RoZkovany 1575 {(13/4); ESIk |
plrojsy — 3rd pl. n-p. (prosit }; Vrbové 1550a (4/5), WSk 4

prosyce — N sg. m. PrAP (prosir ); Rajec 1586 (3/14);, WSlk 4

prve — adv. {prv{ej) ), Dobrd Voda 1538b (20/5). WSIk f

prwe — adv. (prv(ej) ); Martin 1561 (12/6); CSIk

prwsse — adv. (prviie); Levoda 1569 (6/9); ESIk 1

pryali — pl. |-part. (priar ); Tmava 1565a (1/8); WSlk 4

priasny — G sg. f. (priazen); Levota 1552 (6/6); ESlk 4

pryjitele — G sg. m. (priatel }; Dobrd Voda 1538a {14/9); WSk 4
prymlowu — A sg. f. (primiuva). RoZkovany 1575 (5/4); ESik |
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prystupyl — sg. m. l-part. (pristipir ); Rajec 1553 (3/7); WSk C'd
prytel — N sg. m. (priatel ); Martin 1561 (12/15); CSlk 4
prytele — N pl. m. (priatet }; Slov. Ves 1591 (5/); ESlk 4; ESlk v’
prytelom — D pl. m. (priatel ); Slov. Ves 1591 (24/4); ESlk 4
prytelowy — D. sg. m. (priatel }; Krés. Lilka 1556 (11/3); ESlk 4
prytelsku — A sg. f. adj. (priatelsky); Slov. Ves 1391 (11/11); ESlk &
prytely — G pl. m. (priatel ), Trmava 1580a (4/4), WSk 4

A pl. m. (priatel ); Partiz. Lup&a 1578a (27/12); CSlk 4

Pryzen — A sg. f. (priazesi); Dobrd Voda 1538b (1/1); WSlk 4
Zamovica 1548 (1/1); CSlk 4

pryznywym — D pl. m. adj. (priaznivy); Slov. Ves 1391 (24/6); E3lk 4
przali — pl. |-part. (priat ), Trendin 1532 (3/7); WSlk 4

przalj — pl. -part. (priat ); Uh. Brod 1538 (2/7): MSik 4

przaly — pl. I-pan. (priaf ); Brumov-Bylnice 153% (3/1); MSlk 4
przatet — G pl. m. (priatel ); Vala$. Mezifici 1541 (18/2), MSIk 4
przatele — N pl. m. (priatel ); Vala$. Mezifi¢i 1541 (16/9); MSIk 4

V pl. m. {priatel ), Uh. Hradi%& 1538a (1/8); MSlk 4
Krome&fiz 1539 (2/5); MSIk ¢’
Skalica 1536 (1/7); WSIk 4
Tmava 1541 (1/2); WSIk 4
Necpaly 1565 (3/5); CSik 4

przatelom — D pl. m. (priatel ); Kromé&tiZ 1539 (21/7), MSlk &
Senica 1537 (17/5), W5lk 4
Mosovee 1567 (2/2), CSlk &

przatelska — N sg. f. adj. (priatelsky), Skalica 1536 (15/1), WSlk 4
przatelsky — adv. (priatelsky); Roinov p. Radh. 1535 (8/10); MSIk &
przatelstvi — A sg. n. (priatelstvo), Uh. Hradi$i€ 1538b (3/7); M5k 4
przately — A pl. m. {priatel }; Pantiz. Lup&a 1538 (13/9); CSlk 4

1 pl. m. (priatel ); Valas. Mezifi¢i 1541 (7/4);, MSlk &
przedani — N sg. n. (predanie); Partiz. Lup&a 1540 (5/3), CSkk "¢
ptzede — prep. {predo); Uh. Brod 1536 (2/3); MSIK v/
przedivzone — A pl. m. PPP (prediZit ); Dubovica 16th c. a (1/7); ESlk |
przejitele — V pl. m. (priatel ); Dobrd Voda 1538a (1/9); WSIk 4
przichaczegycz — N pl. m. PrAP (prichddzar ), Partiz. Lupéa 1540 (10/11); CSik dj
przieteli — V sg. m. (priatel ), Dava 1542 (1/5); WSIk 4 (2x)
przieznive — adv, (priaznivy); Necpaly 1565 (11/7); CSik 4
przieznivy — V sg. m. adj. (prigzaivy); Oava 1534 (1/9). WSlk 4
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przihodila — sg. {. I-part. (prichodit' ); B¥eclav 1539 (7/7); MSkk &’
prziiaczielie — N pl. m. (priatel ); Brezovica n. Tor. 1564 (32/4); ESIk 4
prziiazny — L sg. f. (priazer); Brezovica n. Tor. 1564 (30/1); EStk 4
przily — pl. l-part. (priaf ); Hlohovec 1545b (1/8); WSlk 4
przirozena — N sg. f. adj. (prirodzeny), Vesell n. Mor. 1549b {15/1); MSIk dj
przisciny — N pl. m. (prisaZny); Partiz. Lup&a 1538 (1/8); CSkk a
przistaupicz — N sg. m. PrAP (prisnipir ); Uh. Brod 1547 (3/4); MSIk &
przitele — N pl. m. (priatel ); Jel3ava 1572 (7/2); CSlk &

V pl. m. (priatel ), Pov. Bystrica 1547 (1/5); WSlk ¢’

przitelom — D pl. m. {priatel }; Pov. Bystrica 1547 (23/3), WSlk 4
Mosovce 1569 (2/2); CSIk 4

przitelstwa — G sg. n. (priatelsnvo); PlaveZ 1532a (12/14); ESlk 4

przitely — D sg. m. (priatel ), Plave 1583 (22/8); ESlk Chifu

prziyacziel — N sg. m. (priatel ); Brezovica n. Tor. 1567 (19/4); ESlk 4
prziyaczielstwie — L sg. n. (priatelstvo); Brezovica n. Tor. 1564 (30/4); ESik 4
Przizen — A sg. f. (priazen); Chiclnica 1531 (1/1); WSIk 4

préimywe — adv. (priaznivy), MoSovce 1569 (8/9); CSlk 4

prziznywim — D pl. m. adj. (priaznivy); MoSovce 1569 (2/6); CSik 4
przyaczyelovy — D sg. m. (priatel ), Bartofovce 1554 (48/8); ESlk 4

przyazny — D/L sg. f. (priazefi); Kr. Lika 1558 (5/12); ESlk 4
Dubovica 16th c. a (7/3); ESlk 4

prryiaczielia — G sg. m. {priarel ); Plave& 1587 (6/12); ESlk 4
przyiaszny — D/L sg. f. (priazed), Plave& 1583 (18/14); ESIk 4
preyrzykaya — 3rd pl. n-p. {pririekat }; Brezovica n. Tor. 1564 (27/7); ESlk C'ifu; ESIk ¢
przysazny — N sg. m. (prisainy); Orav. Zimok 1574 (3/6); CSIk a
przyssel — sg. m. |-pant. {prist' ), Polanovce 1584 (1/i1); ESlk r"
przystaupil — pl. I-part. (prisnipir ), Levofa 1569 (2/5); ESlk C"i
przysuzujeme — 1st pl. n-p. (prisudzovar ), Trmava 1536 (38/5); WSIk dj
przyiele — V pl. m. (priatel }; Tmava 1541 (7/3); WSIk 4 (2x)
przyzniveho — G sg. m. ad). (priazaivy); Trenfin 1532 (16/5); WSlk 4
przyznivy — V sg. m. adj. (priaznivy); Trendin 1532 (1/7); WSik 4
pfisaha — N sg. {. (prisaha); WSlk a; CSlk a
pfisainy — N sg. m. (prisaZny); Veliénid 1584 (4/3), CSlk r*
psani — N sg. n. (plsanie); Trendin 1549 (2/12); WSk "é

A sg. n. (pisanie), Roinov p. Radh. 1535 (3/4), MSlk ‘&
Psani — D sg. n. {pisanie); Uh. Brod 1531 (2/3); MSIk Cijfu
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psany — G sg. n. (pfsanie);, KlaSter Smilheim 1540 (2/7); MSlk 4
Sklabifia 1579 (3/5); CSk 4

pul — N (pof}; Amutovce 16th c. (7/6), ESlk 6

A (pol), Kalamenova 1571 (9/2), CSlk 6
pual — G (pol); Partiz. Lupéa 1571 (17/1); CSlk 6

A (poly; Trentin 1584 (27/10); W5SLk 6

pusstel — sg. m. l-part. (pidrar ); Partiz. Lupa 1578a (24/6); CSlk a
pstéli — pl. I-part. (putar ) CSlk a
pyatom — D num.! (pdr ), Partiz. Lupca 1578b (22/2); CSkk a
pyeczecz — A sg. f. (pedar ), Dubovica 16th c. b (7/5); ESlk a

R
radau — 1 sg. f. {rada); Uh. Ostroh 1533 (28/2), M5k C"i

reczenem — L sp. n. PPP (riect ); Hora 1578 (8/9); CSlk r'
Richtar — N sg. m. (richrdr); Sklabifia 1564 (23/11); CSlk r’
Richtarz — N sg. m. (richtdr); Sklabifia 1564 (17/2); CSlk r’
richtarze — G sg. m. {richtdr);, Partiz. Lup&a 1540 (1/10); CSik a
roskazane — G sg. n. (rozkdzanie); Jeliava 1572 (13/9); C51k 4
rosmluuity — inf, (rozmluvit’ ); Plaved 1532a (4/13); ESIK |
rozdylu -— G sg. m. (rozdiel); Veseli n. Mor. 1549b (9/2); MSIk "¢
rozmlowirne — st pl. n-p. (rozmluvit' ), Sklabifia 1579 (17/12); CSIKk ]
rozmluveny — A sg. n. (rozmiuvenie), Trendin 1349 (22/1), W3lk |
roznycz — G pl. . (réznica);, Rajec 1553 (63/3);, WSk ¢
rozvmie — 3rd sg. n-p. (rozumiet’ ); Brezovica n. Tor. 1367 (10/1); ESIk '€
ruku — I sg. f. (ruka); Kalamenova 1571 {13/4); CSIk C'a
ruoznicze — G sg. f. (réznica); Trenin 1532 (4/6), W5lk 6
rychtarze — G sg. m. (richudr), Kromé&fiZ 1539 (8/10), MSlk a
rychtarzy — D sg. m. (richrdr); Uh. Brod 1530 (17/6); MSIk C'd/u

V sg. m. (ricktdr); N. Mesto n. Vih. 1550 (1/6); WSIk C'i/u
rzaczili — pl. b-part. (rddif ); N. Mesto n. Vah. 1546 (8/3); WSk ¢’
Rzchtarzy — D sg. m. (richrdr), MoSovee 1568 (1/6); CSIk r
rzekli — pl. l-part. (riecr' ); Chtelnica 1531 {15/10); WSIk r’
Rzichtarz — N sg. m. {richtdr); Hichovec 1545a (16/1); WSIk '
rzka — N sg. m. PrAP (riect ), Trendin 1549 (80/12); WSIk r'
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S
53 — A refl. pron. (sa); Rajec 1586 (42/10); WSk a
Sklabifa 1564 (10/12); CSlk a

sansziadowy — D sg. m. (sused); PlaveZ 1587 (1/); ESik Chi
sasyadam — D pl. m. (sused); Dubovica 16th c. a (2/10); ESlk C"d
sasyady — I pl. m. (sused); Dubovica 16th c. a (2/3); ESlk C'§

sau — 3rd pl. pres. (byr' ), Uh. Brod 1538 (5/5); MSlk C™i
Dobra Voda 1538b (14/5), WSk C™d
Slov. Lupfa 1589 (59/8); CSlk C"4
Lomné 1572 (22/9); ESIk Cd

sauseda — N sg. f. (suseda); Uh. Brod 1530 (2/5); MSIk C™i
sausedom — I sg m. (sused); JelSava 1567b (219): CSIk C*ii

D pl. m. (sused); Skalica 1550 (19/5); WSk C"
sausedske — adv. (susedsky), Dobrd Voda 1538b (21/2); WSIk C*i
s3siadt — N sg. m. (sused); Brezovica n. Tor. 1567 (19/6); ESlk C™y
scel — sg. m. |-pant. (chcier' ), Trmava 1577 (6/11); WSlk t*
Sczesczya — G sg. m. ($rastie); Hertmik 1565 (1/1); ESlk a

se — A refl. pron. (sa); Uh. Ostroh 1540 (2/4); MSLk a
Byt&a 1580 (10/2);, WSIk a
Partiz. Lup&a 1568 (24/6); CSlk a

sebow — I refl. pron. (sa); Partiz. Lup&a 1588a (16/4); CSlk C"d
Lomné 1572 (25/2); ESIk C™1i

sedzy — 3rd pl. n-p. (sediet ); Orav. Zdmok 1574 (68/9): CSlk 4 CSik d°
sffagrze — V sg. m. (fvagor); Bantofovce 1554 (1/6); ESkk r’

sie — A refl. pron. (sa); Plaved 1556 (7/7); ESlk a

sienow — I 'sg. f. (sie); Partiz. L'up&a 1588b (17/8); CSlk "é

skonczenie — N sg. n. (skendenie); Plave¢ 1583 (6/6): ESlk "¢

stibil — sg. m. 1-part. (sfiibit ); Uh. Hradift® 1538a (4/5); MSIk C'tiju
Tmava 1541 (4/11); WSk C'd/u

slibugem — Ist sg. n-p. (slubovar }; Plaved 1532a (15/8); ESIk C’iifu
shissati — inf, (sfySar ); Lomné 1572 (3/2); ESlk a

slissel -— sg. m. I-pant. (siydar ); Pov. Bystrica 1576 (9/14); WSIk a
Slov. L'up&a 1589 (44/13); CSlk a

slussnau — A sg. f. adj. (stusny); Uh. Brod 1547 (12/8); MSlk C*i
slussnu — A sg. f. adj. {slufny}, Veseli n. Mor. 1549a (20/1): MSlk C"d
sluzeb — G pl. £. {slufba); Orav. Zdmok 1574 (26/6); CSIk B/
sluzebnikom — I sg. m. (slufobnik), Pov. Bystrica 1576 (23/6); WSIKk /5
stuzebmkowy — D sg. m. (slufobnik), Plave® 1532a (21/3); ESIK B/s
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Sluzebnyk — N sg. m. (sluZobnik); Sklabifia 1564 (26/12); CSIk /6
sluZiti — inf. (shifir' ); Levola 16th c. (3/8); ESlk C'i

sluzyl — sg. m. J-part. (shiZit' ); Trendin 1584 (42/3); WSIk C'd
slyssela — sg. f. |-part. (sfyfar ); Uh. Brod 1530 (5/3); MSIk a
slyssely — pl. l-part. (s{vfar ); Hlinné 1585 (10/13); ESlk a

slysseti — inf. (sfyfar’ ); Uh. Brod 1536 (2/10); MSlk a
Rajec 1586 (6/10); WSik a

sly$€li — pl. l-pant. (slyfar' ); MSlk a; WSIk a; CSlk a
slyvb — A sg. m. (sfub); BantoSovce 1554 (24/12); ESik C'd/u

smluva — N sg. f. (zmiuva), Valas. Mezifig{ 1541 (6/2); MSlk |
Skalica 1536 (14/12); WSk |

smrti — G sg. £. (smrf ); Veseli n. Mor. 1549b (14/11); MSIk 1

L sg. f. (smrt' ); Lomné 1572 (20/7, 24/8); ESkk 1
smity — L sg. f. (smrr'); Partiz. Lup&a 1559 (17/13); CSlk ¢
sobu — ] refl. pron. (sa); Chmelov 1577 (6/9); ESIk C*i
spolusausedy — 1 pl. m. (spolusused); Rajec 1553 (8/10); WSlk C*d
sposob — A sg. m. (spdsob), Brezovica n. Tor. 1567 (4/5); ESlk 6
spravedlivie — adv. (spravodiivy), Uh. Brod 1538 (9/8). MSlk v/n
spravedinosti — I sg. f. (spravedinosr ), Valas. Mezifitf 1541 (14/1); MSk Chifu
sprawedliwost — A sg. f. (spravodiivost ); MoZovee 1569 (9/6); CSik /b
sprawodlywu — A sg. f. adj. (spravediiny); Partiz. Lupta 1578b (12/9); CSlk b/v
sprawuig sic — 3rd pl. n-p. (spravovat sa), Brezovica n. Tor. 1564 (27/3); ESlk Cijfu
spuoscob — A sg. m. (spdsob), Orav. Zimok 1574 (40/10); CSlk 6

spuosobem — 1 sg. m. (spdsob); Trentin 1584 (40/14); WSIk 6
Makovica 1579a (6/8); ESIk 6

spusobe[m] — 1 sg. m. (spésob); Amutovce 16thc. (3/1); ESlk 6

spusobem — I sg. m. (spésob), Trnava 1580a (7/3); WSlk 6
Partiz. LupEa 1559 (16/4); CSlk 6

srdcze — G sg. n. (srdce); Sklabna 1579 (#/1);, CSlk 1
sscescye — A sg. n. (§rastie); Chmelov 1577 (1/2); ESlk ¢
ssecz — A num. {§esr }; Ruzomberok 1555b (7/12); CSlk t’
ssesc — A num, (fest ), Kratunovee 1580 (16/11); ESlk t'
ssest — A num. (esr'); Semsa 1580 (6/7); ESIk

sstesty — G sg. n. (§rastie); Lomné 1572 (3/6); ESkk 4; ESlk a
sstiastnie — adv. (Srasmy); Tmava 550 (21/10); WSlk a
sstiesti — G sg. n. (§rasrie); Kalamenova 1575 (1/2); CSlk 4
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sstiesty — G sg. n. (§rastie); Tmava 1550 (1/2); WSk 4

sstuertek — A sg. m. (fnrrok); Senica 1539 (8/6); WSk ¢

sstwertok — A sg. m. (frvrrok); Dol. Swbiia 1566 (2/5); CSlk b/ CSIk
starze — A pl. m. adj. (stary}); Plave< 1532a (11/8); ESk '

statczeku — G sg. m. (stardek); Hlohovee 1550 (5/4); WSk v/%

statczoky — A pl. m. (starek); Chtelnica 1531 (5/1); WSk /&
Chtelnica 1531 (6/9); WSk /b

statek — N sg. m. (starok); Plaved 1587 (3/14); ESlk n/5

A sg. m. (statok); Skalica 1536 (5/6); WSIk v/6
Dobrd Voda 1538a (5/3, 13/8, 15/1); WSk /5
Trnava 1577b (5/3); WSIk /e
Tmava 1577e (7/9); WSlk v/
Partiz. Lupéa 1538 (11/10); CSlk B/b

statok — N sg. m. (statok); Dobrd Voda 1538a (11/10); WSk b/
Partiz. Lup&a 1571 (25/4); CSlk /%

A sg. m. (statok); Trnava 15772 {6/12); WSlk v/
ste — 2nd pl. pres. {(byr'); Sklabifa 1579 (4/2); CSlk t'
stestia — G sg. n. ($rastie), Makovica 1579a (1/14); ESIk 4
steznost — A sg. . (srafnosr ¥, Mo%ovee 1567 (6/4); CSIk 4
stiznosty — I sg. f. (staZnost’ ), Mo3ovce 1567 (7/5); CSlk &
stredu — A sg. f. (streda); Velitng 1584 (1/11); CSkk 1’
striclal — sg. m. l-part. (striefar ); Hora 1578 (18/4); CSlk "é
stuol — A sp. m. (st8f). Beckov 1535 (25/8), WSIk &
stvorzeny — D sg. n. (stvorenie); Vesell n. Mor. 1549b (14/10); MSkk 1
stwartok — A sg. m. (Stvrtok); Lomné 1572 (32/6); ESIk /s ESlk T
su — 3rd pl. pres. (byf ); Bytéa 1580 (9/9); WStk C*a
sudcy — N pl. m. (sudca); Rufomberok 1586 (2/6); CSlk C'i
sudobney — G sg. f. adj. (sidobny); Hora 1578 (2/6); CSlk &/

sused — N sg. m. (sused); Hlohovec 1545a (6/8); WSk C™i
Klistor p. Zniev. 1531 (2/11); CSIk C*a

svatem — L sg. m. adj. (svdry); Beclav 1539 (9/1); MSlk a
Dol. LopaSov 1546 (9/10); WSlk a

svatey — L sg. f. adj. (svdy); Brumov-Bylnice 1539 (11/12); MSk a
svatostmi — I pl. f, (sviatost ), Veself n. Mor. 1549b (4/9); MSlk ¢’
svattem — L sg. m. ad). (svdry);, Veself n. Mor. 1549a (22/6); MSIk a
svaty — I sg. f. ad). (svdty); KldStor p. Zniev. 1531 (15/6); CSlk C"i
svaty — N sg. m. adj. (svary); WSlk a; CSlk a
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svedomi — A sg. n. (svedomie); Kld3tor p. Zniev. 1531 (10/8); CSlk "¢

sviedomi — N pl. n. (svedomie); Tmava 1336 (14/2); WSlk 4

svoj — A sg. m. adj. (svop); Dobra Voda 1538a (13/7); WSIk §

svichu — adv. (zvrchu), Uh. Brod 1536 (14/6); MSlk |

svssiedom — D pl. m. (sused); Krds. Lika 1557 (2/2); ESlk C™i

svu — I sg. f. adj. (svoj); Bleclav 1539 (3/10); MSlk C™i

sw —— 3rd pl. pres. (byr' ); Plave€ 1532b (8/3); ESlk C"d

Swatem — L sg. m. adj. (svdry); Lomné 1572 (32/8), ESIk a

swatem — L sg. m. adj. (svdnf); Hora 1578 {5/10); CSlk a

Swatey — L sg. f. ad). (svary); Hora 1578 (20/8); CSlk a

swau — A sg. f. adj. (svoj); Plavel 1583 (1/2); ESlk C"i

swedomy — N sg. n. (svedomie); Pov. Bystrica 1562 (1/10); WSlk 'é
A sg. n. (svedomie), Lomné 1572 (5/1), ESIK "é

N pl. n. (svedomie), Zamovica 1548 (17/7); CSkk 4
Semga 1580 (13/9); ESk 4

swetili — pl. I-part. (svdtir ¥; Velilna 1584 (2/6); CSlk t’

swobodyl — sg. m. 1-part. (sfobodif ); Partiz. L'upfa 1538 {11/13); CSlkk 4"
swoy — A sg. m. adj. (svoj); Partiz. L'upta 1540 (18/11); CSIk 6

swhog — A sg. m. adj. (svof); Partiz. Lup&a 1551 (7/5); CSlk 6

swuy — A sg. m. adj. (svof); Rajec 1553 (25/8); WSk 6

syny — N sg. f. (?) (siefi); Partiz. Lupfa 1588b (16/3); CSlk "¢
szansiadouy — D sg. m. (sused); PlaveZ 1587 (13/8); ESIk Chi

szasiedzi — N pl. m. (sused); Brezovica n. Tor. 1564 (32/6); ESlk Ci
szmiercziam — [ sg. f. {(smrr' ); Brezovica n. Tor. 1567 (16/3); ESlk 1

S
Stastny — N sg. m. adj. (Srasimy), WSk a

T
tele — L sg. n. (telo); Martin 1561 (5/11). CSlk '

teletie — G sg. n. (tela), Hora 1578 (15/10); CSlk a
teprov — adv. (reprv); Martin 1540 (11/10}; CSlk y

teprova — adv. (reprv); Uh. Brod 1531 (4/2); MSlkr
Pov. Bystrica 1547 (13/5); WSIk f

teprw — adv. (teprv); Martin 1561 (15/5), CSlk y
tie — G sg. pron. (). Partiz. L'up&a 1582 (44/9), CSlk a
Tiessko — adv, (razky); Kalamenova 1575 (4/12); CSlk a
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tiezky[m} — I'sg. n. adj. (raZky); Uh. Brod 1547 (26/12); MSIk '

tobow — I sg. pron. (ry), PlaveZ 1532a (4/12); ESlk C™d

trch — A sg. m. (srh); Bytta 1580 (10/12), WSlk r

trhu — L sg. m. (¢rA); MoSovce 1567 (18/2); CSlk r

trpel — sg. m. |-part. (srrpier }; Slov. Lupta 1589 (20/6); CSlk

trycet — A num. (¢ridsat’' ); Tmava 1580b (4/10), WSk a

trziczet — A num. (tridsar ); Kalamenovd {571 (8/12); CSlk r’

tztwrte -— N sg. n. adj. (Frvrry); Amutovee 16th c. (3/6); ESlk y

tzudzemu — D sg. m. adj. (cudz ); Levoda 1552 (5/5); ESik CiA, ESik dj

U
uchaza — 3rd sg. n-p. {uchddzar ), Byita 1580 {16/1); WSk dj

tidol) — G sg. n. (dolie); Veli¢nd 1584 (12/4);, CSlk 4

uiplacit — inf. (vyplatir ); Tmava 1577d (3/6); WSkt

uplne — adv. (dpiny); Slov. Lup&a 1589 (61/4); CSIk |

uracila — sg_f. I-pant. (vrdtir' ); Tmava 15774 (2/14); WSIk t'
urednjka — G sg. m. (iiradnfk); Veli’nd 1584 (7/2); CSIk C"i; CSlk 1’
Urodzonym — D pl. m. adj. (urodzeny); Plaved 1556 (10/1); ESlk dj

urozeny — N sg. m. adj. (urodzeny). Valad. Mezifi¢i 1541 (24/3); MSlk dj
Nava 1534 (1/6); WSIk dj

Urozenym — D pl. m. adj. (urodzeny); Polanovce 1584 (19/1); ESIk dj
urzadu — G sg. m. (érad), Cachtice 1550 (4/3); WSk ¢’

urzednika — G sg. m. (irednil); Brumov-Bylnice 1539 (13/6); MSik a
ufad — N sg. m. (drad), CSlk a

utery — A sg. n. (urorok); Uh. Brod 1538 (10/3); MSLk C'd

uterzy — A sg. n. (urorok); Hlohovec 1545b (12/2); WSl r’

utvrzeni — A sg. n. {utvrdenie), Beckov 1535 (29/12); WSIk dj

V
vassy — A sg. f. adj. (vd5), Martin 1540 (21/8); CSIk C’ilu

vdiecme — A sg. n. adj. (vdaény); Uh. Brod 1531 (22/15); MSlk d°

ve — prep. (vo); N. Mesto n. Vih. 1546 (17/10); WSlk +/

vecov — [ sg. f. {vec); Slov. Lupéa 1589 (60/11); CSlk Ci/fu

vezmucz — N sg. m. PrAP (vziar ); Veseli n. Mor. 1549b {15/7); MSIk C"t
vhol — N sg. m. (whol); Partiz. LupZa 1588b (18/8); CSIk /5

viaczey — adv. (viac(ej) ); Bartodovee 1554 (2/10); ESIk 4
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vicz — adv. (viacfej} ), Vala$. Mezifidf 1541 (17/2); MSlk 4
vicze — adv. (viac(ej) ); Ro¥nov p. Radh. 1535 (11/8); MSik 4
viecze — adv. (viac(ej) ), Smolenice 1537 (14/8); WSIk 4
viedieti — inf, (vedier ); Brumov-Bylnice 1539 (7/3); MSlk d’

vieru — I sg. f. (viera); Beckov 1535 (11/5); WSIk *&
Martin 1540 (8/7); CSlk "é; TSIk C*d

viery — G sg. f. (viera); Bfeclav 1539 (8/1); MSIk ¢
vierzyti — inf. (verir' ); Skalica 1543a (6/5); WSk '
viete — 2nd pl. n-p. (vedier ); Llava 1542 (7/5), WSlk "¢
viry — G sg. f. (viera); N. Mesto n. Vih, 1534 (4/10); WSIk ¢
virzu — A sg. . (viera). RoZnov p. Radh. 1535 (12/15); MSIk "é MSlk r’
vite — 2nd pl. n-p. (vedier 3; Dol. Stubiia 1567 (7/3); CSlk "¢
vnuter — adv. {vautor), Dobrd Voda 1538b (36/2);, WSk r’
vobecz — adv. {(vébec); Beckov 1535 (172); WSk 6
vpadek — A sg. m. (ipadok), BartoSovce 1554 (4/12); ESlk /s
vpelnim — I sg. n. ad). (éipiny);, Lomné 1572 (14/1); ESIK | (2x)
vplneho — G sg. n. adj. (tipiny);, Orav. Zamok 1574 (45/7); CSlk |
vplnost — A sg. f. (dépinost’ ), Rajec 1553 (13/12); WSIk ]
vplnu — A sg. f. ad). (idpiny); Lomné 1572 (6/9); ESlk |
vrodzeny — N sg. m. ad). (urodzeny), Ruzomberok 1585¢ (11/1); CSlk dj
vrozeny — N sg. m. adj. (urodzeny}; Partiz. Lup&a 1562 (6/4); CSlk dj
Vrzadnyka — G sg. m. {dradnik), Orav. Zdmok 1574 (33/7), CSlk a
A sg. m. (siradnfk), Orav. Zdmok 1574 (11/1); CSlk r*

vsazen — N sg. m. PPP (vsadir' ); Martin 1540 (6/3), CSlk d)
vule — G sg. f. (véla), Veseli n. Mor. 1549b (10/1); MSlk 6
vuole — N sg. f. (véla); Senica 1530 (12/9); WSlk ¢

G sg. f. (véla);, Uh. Brod 1547 (20/7), MSIk 6
vuoly — A sg. f. (véla); Senica 1530 (5/4), WSik C'ofu
vyaczey — adv. (viac{ej) ); BartoSovce 1554 (9/1); ESlk 4
vybirali — pl. i-pant. (vyberar ); Skalica 1550 (10/14); WSk '¢é
vydadza — 3rd pl. n-p. (vydar ); Kras. Lika 1557 (9/1); ESlk 4, ESlk d°
vydza — 3rd pl. n-p. (vidier }; Bartofovce 1554 (7/2); ESlk 4
vye — 3rd sg. n-p. {(vedier ); Uh. Brod 1547 (9/11, 20/2), MSIk "é
vyminek — G pl. f. (vymienka), Vala$. Mezifit{ 1541 (217/10); MSlk ¢
vyslissali — pl. 1-part. (vysiyfar ). Beckov 1535 (5/9); W5lk a
vyslyssavsse — N pl. m. PAP (vyslyfar'); Beckov 1535 (5/11); WSlk a
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vyslylal — sg. m. l-part. (vysiysar ), WSlk a

vyslySav — N sg. m. PAP (vysiyfar ), WSik a

vyte — 2nd pl. n-p. (vedier }; Vesell n. Mor. 1549b (5/6); MSIk "¢

vyznavayacz — N pl. m. PrAP (vyzndvar ), Dubovica 16th c. b (4/2); ESlk C'd/u
vzal — sg. m. l-part. (vziar ); WSlk a; CSlk a

vzav — N sg. m. PAP (vziat' ), WSlk a; CSlk a

vzavsse — N sg. f. PAP (vziat' ); Beckov 1535 (22/3); WSlk a

vagez — inf. {vziar ); Bartofovce 1554 (18/3); ESIk 4

vzyti — inf. (vziar ); Uh. Ostroh 1533 (15/3); M5SIk 4

viiwany — D sg. n. (uZfvanie), Pantiz. Lupa 1588b (13/3), CSIk Ci/u

W
wassa — N sg. [, adj. (vé#); Spis. Kapitula 1592 (8/7); ESlk a

we -—— prep. (vo); Vel. Pole 1547 (14/2); CSik v/

wedel — sg. m. l-part. (vedier }; Makovica 1579b (8/7); ESkk d°
wedle — prep. (vedfa), RoZkovany 1575 (11/5); ESIk b/b
welyku — I sg. f. adj. (vefky): Slov. Ves 1581 (5/16); ESlk C"d

wen — adv, (von); Zamovica 1548 (7/3); CSlk 1/6
Slov. Ves 1591 (13/3);, ESIk v/5

werchu — G sg. m. (vrch); Ruzomberok 1555b (9/6); CSlk

werzne — adv. (verny); Roxkovany 1575 (3/7); ESIk o’

wiare — A sg. f. (viera); Brezovica n. Tor. 1564 (26/2); ESik 'é
wiedzenia — G 3g. n. (vedenie), Brezovica n. Tor. 1564 (8/3); ESlk 4
wiedziec — inf. (vedier ); Brezovica n. Tor. 1567 (5/7); ESlk d*

wie[m] — 1st 5g. n-p. (vedier }; Zamovica 1548 (6/11); CSlk ¢

wieme — lIst pl. n-p. {vedier ); Makovica 1579a (8/7); ESIk ¢

wigznia — A sg. m (vdzer), Brezovica n. Tor. 1564 (11/1, 24/8); ESlk a
wigniem — [ sg. m. {vizer); Brezovica n. Tor. 1564 (28/2); ESlk a
wiplatyl — sg. m. 1-part. (vyplasir ); Kratunovce 1580 (5/10); ESlk t’
wiru — A sg_f. (viera); Lomné 1572 (14/7), ESlk "é

wirzoszwmiel — sg. m. l-pant. (vyrozumiet'); Plaved 1532b (3/5); ESlk r
wladnuti — inf. (vlddnut ); Partiz. Lup&a 1562 (27/13); CSIk C*t
wlczy — A sg. m. adj. (V¢ ¥; Trendin 1584 (67/7); WSIk |

wo — prep. {wo); Partiz. Lup&a 1588b (21/7); CSIK b/s

wobecz — adv. (vobec); RuZomberok 1555b (5/4); CSlk 6
Lomné 1572 (272), ESlk 6
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wole — G sg. f. (véla); Pov. Bystrica 1576 (25/10); WSlk 6
Makovica 1579a (4/18); ESlk &

wopatrny — N sg. m. adj. {opairny); Rajec 1553 (4/2), WSk

V pl. m. anim. adj. (opatrny), Zamovica 1548 (1/8); CSlk f
wpratelstwy — L. sg. n. (priatelstva), Modovee 1567 (25/1); CSlk &
wrchu — G sg. m. {vrch); RuZomberok 1555a (9/5); CSlk 1
wrednykow — G pl. m. {iradnik); Polanovce 1584 (12/13); ESlk a
Wskrisseny — L sg. n, (vzkriesenie);, Trendin 1577 (1/6); WSIk ¢
wulj — A sg. f. (véla); Orav. Zamok 1574 (54/7), CSLk 6
wuly — A sg. f. (véla); Levola 1569 (3/2); ESlk &
wuobecz — adv. (vdbec); Kremnica 1569 (2/3); CSlk 6

wuole — G sg. f. (véla); Partiz. Lup&a 1540 (16/4); CSlk é
Lomné 1572 (10/7); ESlk 6

wuos — N sg. m. (voz). Spii. Kapitula 1592 (10/7); ESlk 6

wycze — adv. (viaclej) ); Orav. Zamok 1574 (63/3); CSlk 4

wyhledawagu — 3rd pl. n-p. (vyhladdvar ); Partiz. Lupda 1578b (13/5); CSlk C'd/u
wyplnieni — G sg. n. (vypinenie); Skalica 1590 (14/10); WSIk 4

wyplnil — sg. m. l-part. (vypinir ); Skalica 1590 (10/1); WSik |

wyrchu — L sg. m. (vrck); Partiz. Lup&a 1551 (21/10); CSlk

wyznanie — N sg. n. (vyzngnie); Jel§ava 1572 (1/11); CSlk 'é

wzali — pl. I-part. (vziar ); Partiz. Lup&a 1562 (29/9); CSlk a
Lomné 1572 (25/13): ESlk a

wzaly — pl. |-part. (vzier'); Trentin 1584 (19/6), WSlk a
Lomné 1572 (8/5), ESlk a

wzat — inf. (vziar ); Lomné 1572 (25/3); ESlk &
wzawssy — N sg. m. PAP (vziat ); Partiz. Lup&a 1582 (88/11); CSlk a
wziti — inf. {vziar ); Trendin 1577 (4/10), WSk 4

Y
yuss — adv. (ju#), Ruzomberok 1555a (6/9); CSlk C'd/u

Z
zabyrati — inf. (zaberat'); Bardejov 1585 (5/4); ESik '€

zaciynok — N sg. m. (zd¢inok); Partiz. Lup&a 1588b (23/2); CSlk /b

zadagj — 3rd pl. n-p. (Ziadar ); Makovica 1579b (4/1). ESlk C'd/u

zadaygc — N sg. m. PrAP (Ziadar ); Kris. Lika 1558 (3/10); ESIk C'G/u
zalugucz se — N sg. m. PrAP (Zalovar sa), Polanovce 1584 (2/10); ESlk CMifu
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zamiessena — N sg. f. PPP (zamiesir ); Lomné 1572 (29/8); ESlk "é
zamok — A sg. m. (zdmok), Sklabifia 1579 (11/8); CSkk »/s

zaplacil — sg. m. l-part. (zapiatit ), Tmava 1577b (4/6); WSik t'
zaplaczyl -— sg. m. |-pant. (zapiarir ); Hlinné 1585 (4/3);, ESIk t’
zamo — A sg. n. {zrno); Hlinné 1585 (9/4), ESlk r

za-slubil — sg. m. l-part. (zasfiibir ); Tmava 1565¢ (3/15); WSk C'ifu
zboza — G sg. n. (zbofie); Hlinné 1585 (8/3); ESlk 4

zdravi — G sg. n. (zdravie); Kl&3tor p. Zniev. 1531 (1/10); CSlk §
Zdravy — G sg. n. (zdravie), Krom&fiZ 1539 (2/8); MSIk &

zdravy — A sg. n. {(zdravie); Krom&fiZ 1539 (13/5); MSIk ¢

Zdravye — G sg. n. (zdravie), Uh. Brod 1547 (2/1), MSlk 4

zdrawi — G sg. n. (zdravie), Krds, Liika 1556 (1/3); ESIk 4

zdrawia — G sg. n. (zdravie), Makovica 157%a (1/15); ESIk 4
zdrawye — A sg. n. (zdravie); Chmelov 1577 (1/4), ESlk *é

zet — N sg. m. (zar'); Partiz. Lup&a 1538 (5/9); CSkk a

zethrffacz — inf. (zotrvat ); Hentnik 1565 (5/6); ESIk ¢

ziadajicze — N sg. m. PrAP (Ziadar ), Hlohovec 1532 (3/7); WSik Ciju
zmicnku — A sg. f. (zmienka); Partiz. Lup&a 1540 (30/7); CSlk "¢
zminku — A sg. . (zmienka); Moovce 1568 (5/8); CSlk 'é

zmluva -— N sg. f. (zmiuva): MoSovce 1578 (4/11); CSkk |

magicze — N pl. m. PrAP (znar ); Partiz. Lup¢a 1538 (9/4); CSIk Ciju
znaje — N sg. m. PrAP (zrar' ); Vesell n. Mor. 1549a (19/9); MSlk a
znanie — A sg. n. {znanie), Makovica 15795 (7/5); ESlk 'é

znany — A sg. n. (znanie); Makovica 1579b (5/6); ESlk *é

zny — 3rd sg. n-p. (znier ); Veseli n. Mor, 1549b (7/4); MSIk &

zobu — G num. (oba, obe); MoSovce 1578 (22/1); CSIk Cd

zostal — sg. m. l-part. {zostat ); BartoSovce 1554 (16/3); ESLk 6
zostathy — inf. {zostar' ). Sklabifia 1579 (6/1); CSlk &

zribe — N sg, n. (Zriebd); Amutovee 16th c. (3/7); ESlk a; ESIk "¢
Zryzeny — A sg. n. (zriadenie); Rajec 1553 (12/12); WSIk 4
ztiezowany — G sg. n. (srafovanie); Partiz. Lup&a 1568 (26/); CSlk 1*
zuostali — pl. l-part, (zostat' ), Uh. Ostroh 1533 (18/14); MSIk 6
zuostat — inf. (zostar ¥; Partiz. Lup&a 1578a {(45/7). CSlk 6

zupelna — N. sg. f? ad}. (zidpiny); Plaved 1556 {6/5); ESlk ] (2x)
zuplna — adv. (ziipina), Rajec 1553 (19/12); WSik ]



DOOR1822

253

zupinu — A sg. f. adj. (ziipiny); Partiz. Lup&a 1588a (7/2); CSlk |

zustati — inf. (zostat' ), Mosovee 1578 (21/1); CSlk &

zwerchu — adv. (zvrchu); JelSava 1572 (15/5); CSlk

zwrchupsany — N pl. m. PPP (svrchupsany}, Pov. Bystrica 1576 (30/15); WSk f
zwrichu — adv. (zvrchu);, Partiz. Lupa 1559 (23/11); CSlky

zyatowy — D sg. m. (zar'); Amutovee 16th ¢. (26/1); ESlk a

zyemyanye — N pl. m. (zeman). Bantofovee 1554 (22/10), ESlk a

Z
Friedlo — N sg. n. (Zriedlo); Partiz. LupZa 1588b (16/3); CSlk 'é
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