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ACCENTUAL PARADIGM D ON SUSAK: NEW DATA

Mate Kapovi¢, Zagreb

1 Introduction'

The Cakavian dialect of Susak has first been described by Hamm/Hraste/Gube-
rina 1956 (henceforth referred to as HHG). The dialect has been propelled to
international fame, at least in the circles of experts in Balto-Slavic historical lin-
guistics, by Illic-Svity¢ (1963: 119, 1979: 103f.), because it was supposed to
preserve the old accentual paradigm d? in monosyllabic o-stem (and old u-stem)
nouns like *gordw ‘town’. Illi¢-Svity¢ was the first to successfully compare the
accentual paradigms of Baltic and Slavic and juxtapose the Balto-Slavic para-
digmatic accentual behaviour to the one observable in Vedic, Ancient Greek and
Germanic. What he found, disregarding details and numerous additional com-
plexities, was that the barytona of Vedic, Greek and Germanic correspond to an
immobile accentual paradigm in Balto-Slavic (Lithuanian a. p. 2, Slavic a. p. b),
while the oxytona in these three language groups correspond to a mobile (bary-
tonic-oxytonic)? accentual paradigm in Balto-Slavic (Lithuanian a. p. 3/4, Slavic
a. p. ¢). This is indeed true of most nominal types such as the a-stems, cf. Greek
yoAla ~ Susak (my data) balxa — acc® balxii (a. p. B) ‘flea’, but does not hold
in the case of 0- and u-stems. There, instead of the expected immobile paradigm
(found in Lithuanian), Slavic has an unexpected mobile paradigm: consider the
case of Greek yopgoc “bolt’ vs. Cakavian (most dialects) ziib — gent ziiba (a. p.
C) ‘tooth’. Illi¢-Svity¢ conjectured that some kind of secondary shift must have

' T would like to thank Willem Vermeer for his comments on the first draft of this paper.

21 will write the symbols that refer to the reconstructed/original (Proto-/Common) Slavic accentual
paradigms in lower-case italics (a, b, ¢, d) and the symbols that mark synchronic accentual para-
digms as they occur in later individual Slavic dialects/languages (here, mostly in the case of the Susak
dialect) in upper case (A, B, C, D). Other important abbreviations used throughout the article are
AB — Andrijana Busani¢ (informant); a. p. — accentual paradigm; DM — Dina Ma¢i¢ (informant);
EB — Elena Busani¢ (informant); LSCS = lengthening in (non-final) stressed closed syllables; LSS =
lengthening in (non-final) stressed syllables; pauc. — paucal; stand. — standard; Stok. — (Standard Neo-)
Stokavian.

3 The ictus could actually also fall on the medial syllable (which is to say on the first syllable of an
ending).
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occurred in Slavic. The intermediate phase of such a shift was then named a. p.
d, which was supposed to represent a transition from the expected immobile
stress to the usually attested mobile stress, thus a. p. b — a. p. d — a. p. c.
Accentual paradigm b originally had immobile accent on the stem (with a later
shift to the next syllable), while a. p. ¢ had mobile stress (with initial or final
accent, depending on the form and the initial accent shift to a proclitic); the pre-
sumed a. p. d, however, is supposed to be a combination of a. p. b and ¢, having
mobile stress in the nom/acc® (which were the same in Slavic) and immobile
stress elsewhere:

apb ap.d ap.c

nom*®  *kljiice (*na kljiicv) *gorde (*nd gordv) *5véty (*nd svétv)
‘key’ ‘town’ ‘world’

gen®  *kljica > *kljucd *gorda > *gorda *svéta

dat? *kljiicems > *kljucémv *gordomnv > *gordomn *svétom’s

The alleged a. p. d would then be a transitional form of the expected a. p. » on
its way to the usually attested a. p. ¢ in o-/u-stems (with nom/acc® *gordvb as in
a. p. ¢ and gen*® *gorda > *gorda as in a. p. b). The origin and nature of this
putative shift is not clear.* Now, Illi¢-Svity¢ thought to have found the remains
of the old immobile stress in o-stems (and original u-stems) in the then newly
described Cakavian dialect of Susak. For instance, compared to the already men-
tioned Greek youpoc, most Slavic accentual data points to *z0b% (a. p. ¢). How-
ever, Susak, according to HHG 106, provides ziip — gen® zitha here (the same in
my data from 2018), i.e., with the supposedly preserved end stress in the oblique
cases (= a. p. D).

However, the HHG description of the Susak dialect was heavily criticized. We
shall limit ourselves here to the critical review of the data relevant to the a. p. D
and the critique of the accentual system.® The latter is important because the lack
of distinctive pitch could have made a possible later (thus not yet Proto-Slavic
in origin) confusion of a. p. B and a. p. C much easier.® Ivié¢ (1959: 177), Stein-

* One possibility is that the initial trigger was some kind of metatony that occurred due to the loss
of final *-s in the nom* (cf. Nikolaev 2012: 86). One could compare this to the secondary reces-
sive/initial accent in Slavic u- and i-stem a. p. ¢ nom’, cf. Slav *syns ‘son’ and *zvérs ‘beast’ with
Lith sinus and Zveris (cf. Kapovié 2015: 171%%). Interestingly enough, the original end-stress of Slav
*dukti ‘daughter’ (where there was no *-s, cf. Proto-Indo-European *d"ugh:tér) may have well been
variantly preserved, cf. Stok/Cak dialectal (k)¢ (Kapovi¢ 2015: 541). However, there was no change,
e.g., in the o-stem dat” *bogomsb < *-mos ‘to the gods’.

5 In HHG 52 it is claimed that Susak has a “[u] osnovi [...] troakcenatski sistem”, meaning that it
has a pitch distinction. However, this supposed distinction is contradicted by many examples in their
generally confusing study, cf. m'éso ‘meat’ (53).

¢ If a dialect distinguishes between krd/ (B) ‘king’ and glds (C) ‘voice’, the genitival forms kraja
(B) and gldsa (C) can hardly be confused. However, if the original pitch difference is neutralized
(either completely or just in final syllables) and 4ra/ (B) = glas (C), then the original kraja (B) and
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hauer (1975: 24)” and Vermeer (1979/2016: 3f., 1984a: 359) all rightly pointed out
that there is no distinctive pitch in the dialect of Susak. Vermeer (1984a: 360)
even goes a significant step further and says “that Susak material which is only
attested in Hraste’s morphology without being supported by forms in Hamm’s part
of the description cannot be used for accentological purposes. This includes the
forms on which I1li¢-Svity¢ bases the assumption that the dialect escaped his law.”
Though Vermeer seems to be right in some of his views on the matter (1984a:
359), especially as concerns Hraste’s work on the Susak dialect (partially on
gen®e -& and -jé® and perhaps in the case of pres. 3%¢ -ié”), his caution concerning
the a. p. D itself, though methodologically correct, turned out to be unwarranted.
A. p. D forms do indeed exist in the Susak dialect and in that regard Hraste,
perhaps surprisingly,'? seems to actually be a much more reliable source than
Hamm.!! Vermeer’s claim (ibid.) that Susak a. p. D “forms like ziihd are at best
optional” is probably not correct either.!> However, concerning Susak a. p. D,
Vermeer (1984a: 3602") is careful to note that while he has “not yet come across
(b)-stressed forms like zizha ”, his “material is still too limited to justify the con-
clusion that such forms do not in fact exist.”'3 Cf. also his warning about criti-
cism of the Susak a. p. D material from HHG: “we are not yet in a position to

glasa (C) could potentially get confused due to the nominative forms being identical — either &ra/
can theoretically get a secondary gen*t krala (by analogy to glas — gldsa) or glds can get a secondary
gen*® glasa (by analogy to kral — kraja). Of course, the pitch neutralization itself will not automati-
cally yield such innovative forms, as clearly seen by, e.g., Neo-Stokavian, where the krd/a and gldsa
type of genitives are well preserved and distinct, although kra/ has been identical with glds for centuries.

7 Steinhauer (ibid.) also mentions that one of the authors of HHG, Petar Guberina, agreed in personal
communication that Susak had no distinctive pitch opposition.

8 This problem is dealt with (on the basis of new dialectal material collected during field work)
separately in Kapovi¢ 2021.

? Vermeer (1979/2016: 2f.) found only /-i&/ in 3% of the present tense on Susak (HHG 119 have -&
in krdde as a variant as well), which agrees with my data (the form rest¢ — HHG 162 — quoted by
Steinhauer 1975: 32'2 is suspicious). It could be that -& does not exist in the dialect (but it is not com-
pletely impossible that it was actually a fluke archaism attested in HHG).

1071t is indeed somewhat strange that a. p. D forms appear only in HHG 106 while there are no traces
of them before that (cf. HHG 70, 83, 90 for gen* ziiba).

"' In any case, however shoddy Hraste’s work may have been, it is highly improbable that he would
mishear the placement of the accent (rather than the pitch) and that, in doing so, he would somehow
make up such aberrant forms as ziba, differing from “normal” Cakavian, his own native Bra¢ dia-
lect, and standard Stokavian.

12 In my own collection of data, many words are end-stressed only (e.g. gen* xloda, ylosa, tieya,
vrota, etc.). Of course, this might be purely accidental and due simply to a failure to record the barytone
variants. It is premature, however, to claim that all D-forms should necessarily be understood as
variants.

13 On the other hand, Vermeer (1984a: 361??) does quote an a. p. D form from his own Susak fieldwork
data: pl*6t —nom® plofi “fence’. This kind of synchronic short-vowel a. p. D type seems to be widespread
in Central Cakavian (Willem Vermeer, personal communication; cf. also Vermeer 2001: 143—146).

681
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reject I1lic-Svity¢’s idea altogether” (Vermeer 1984a: 358). Furthermore, Ver-
meer (2001: 142) points out that “the island of Susak [...] happens to be the only
place where a. p. (d) appears actually to be attested”. Following Ivi¢ (1959: 172,
175, cf. also 182), he also proposes “that the Susak dialect, despite its peripheral
location, is not marginal in a dialectological sense” (Vermeer 2001: 138), which
is true. However, since possible traces of a. p. D were later reported from all
across Slavia,'* Susak’s possible (non-)peripherality is not really that important
anymore. In any case, some indications of a. p. D forms seem to be present in
the neighbouring dialects on the island of Losinj as well.'"® That is hardly sur-
prising due to numerous other similarities between the two. Stankiewicz (1993:
34) and, more carefully, Langston (2007: 132) believe that Susak oxytone forms
are (possibly) the result of a confusion between the original B- and C-types. Lang-
ston (ibid.) adds that more research is needed in order “to confirm the accentua-
tion of these forms [...] before they can confidently be used as evidence for the
reconstruction of a. p. (d).”

Thus, as we have seen, it was not only Illi¢-Svity¢’s reconstruction that was in
some doubt but the very data (the synchronic a. p. D on Susak), upon which his
theory was based, as well. That at least a synchronic a. p. D exists in the dialect
of Susak was subsequently proven by Shrager 2011,'® who did fieldwork with
Susak emigrants in New Jersey (US). She was able to find forms like gen®® nosa
‘nose’ (the same in my data), which after more than half a century proved that
a. p. D forms from HHG were real.

The aim of this paper is to bring forth new and conclusive data on the synchronic
a.p. D in the dialect of Susak, which most certainly exists. The data was ob-
tained by the author through fieldwork on the island in 2018.!7 Additionally, the

14 Cf. e.g. the usual Neo-Stokavian adverbs nizad ‘backwards’ — odozdda ‘from the back’ and néprijéd
‘forward’ — sprijéda ‘out front’ with anomalous accentuation (a combination of a. p. C and a. p. B),
Kapovi¢ 2015: 172 fn. 607.

15 Cf. in the now extinct dialect of Mali Losinj (Zub&i¢ 2017: 740, 748-749) Mudst — gen*t Mostd —
instr®® Mostién, Bu6k — instr® Bokuén. However, in Cunski on Loginj (Houtzagers 2003: 36f.) one
finds the usual gen*® zida, vrodta (unlike zida/zida and vrotd on Susak in my data). Susak was and
is economically tied to Lo$inj (cf. HHG 14f.).

16 Cf. also Kapovi¢ 2015: 172 fn. 611, who was able to validate her data by listening to a small
sample of Shrager’s field recordings at a conference in Vilnius in 2010.

171 visited Susak on November 9-11, 2018. I would like to thank my informants Elena Busani¢, An-
drijana Busani¢ and Dina Maci¢, to Marta Fazli¢ from Mali Losinj for her enormous and kind efforts
to organize my stay on Susak and find informants, to Nadia Malovi¢ from Susak for her help in
locating the informants, and to my colleagues Ivana Kurtovi¢ Budja and Nikola Vuleti¢ for their
initial help with finding potential informants on Susak. Additionally, I have listened to the dialectal
radio show Frizimenula on Radio Mali LoSinj—Radio Jadranka with some speakers from Susak, kindly
provided by the aforementioned Marta Fazli¢. Not all my findings from Susak are presented in this
paper — some information on the phonetics, phonology and prosody of the dialect is published in Ka-
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question of the (lack of) pitch opposition in the dialect will be addressed (the
dialect indeed has no distinctive pitch). After the presentation of the newly ga-
thered material, the data will be compared to the Susak a. p. D material from HHG
and Shrager 2011 and carefully analyzed. In the concluding sections of the paper,
we will compare the synchronic a. p. D material from Susak with the data from
Baltic and other Indo-European languages in order to see whether the a. p. D in
monosyllabic o-stems (and original u-stems) on Susak is an archaism or not.!®

2 A note on the informants

My informants on Susak were Elena Busani¢ (born 1939), from whom I gathered
the bulk of my data,'® Andrijana Busani¢ (born 1939) and her daughter Dina
Magi¢ (born 1977).2° Henceforth, I mark the data with EB, AB and DM to indi-
cate from which informant a particular form was elicited. Their dialect was not
completely uniform. EB is originally from the upper part of Susak on the hill
(Gornje Selo), which is “more Tsakavian” according to HHG (78),?! and this is
clearly seen in her idiolect (e.g. ¢é but also cé for ‘what”). She lived in the upper
part of Susak up until she was 17 or 18 years old and later in the lower part of
Susak, which is “more Cakavian” according to HHG (ibid.).>* AB and DM (liv-
ing in the same household) are from the lower part of Susak. AB had just a few
marginal Tsakavian forms and DM none at all (her /¢/ is always [{f]). There were
some other differences between the informants, for instance only EB exhibited
allophonic centralization of the stressed phoneme /6/. However, all three informants
had a synchronic a. p. D. More details are given in Kapovi¢ 2020.

povi¢ 2020 (to be considered complementary to the present paper). An in-depth discussion of the
accentuation of @-stems and the problem of the gen*® -¢ and -ié will be published in Kapovi¢ 2021.

'8 Of course, Susak Cakavian is hardly the only system with an a. p. D or indications of it, whether
those be archaic or innovative — cf. the overview in Kapovi¢ 2015: 171-175. Some of the reported
cases of a. p. D are definitely innovative, while some are implausible or mistaken — for instance,
Rozi¢’s (') in Prigorje Kajkavian, is not a special retractional toneme but probably a mark for the
allotonic “tromi naglasak”” (Kapovi¢ 2015: 60 fn. 126), which means that forms bearing (') cannot
be a reflex of a. p. d (cf. also Vermeer 2001: 146f.). However, this does not mean that there are no
real traces of the supposed old a. p. d.

19 1 additionally obtained a small amount of data during a later check-up telephone call with this
informant.

20 The two oldest informants were, thus, 15 years old when Hamm, Hraste and Guberina visited the
island in 1954. In HHG 144f., the authors adduce texts by Jorjo, who was 32 years old at the time,
thus only 17 years older than my two informants.

2! Though they do not note any special differences between the two parts of Susak elsewhere in the
study (Steinhauer 1975: 17f.).

22 The two parts of Susak are part of the same town and, though very close to each other, are indeed
(still) spatially separated.
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3 Prosody and vocalism of the Susak dialect

Here, I shall provide a basic overview of the Susak prosodic system and some
phonological features on the basis of my data. The Susak dialect has unpre-
dictable stress, which can fall on any syllable in a word: 'vidila ‘saw [fem®®]” —
né'dila ‘Sunday’ — zove'mo ‘we call’. It also has distinctive quantity in stressed
syllables (nom® moji ‘my [masc]’ — bo'li: ‘it hurts’) and in first pretonic sylla-
bles before a short stressed syllable (do'bra ‘good [indef. fem*]’ — jo:'ka ‘strong
[indef. fem®*]’). In EB’s idiolect, pretonic length is almost perfectly preserved
(with only occasional shortening), while in AB/DM’s idiolect it is preserved/re-
alized somewhat haphazardly. High vowels (/i/ and /u/) can be both short and
long in all stressed and pretonic syllables. Vowels /a/ and /e/ can be considered
phonologically short in all positions (with some marginal exceptions), but they
are usually phonetically long in non-final syllables (gen®¢ /to'vara/ [to'vaira]
‘donkey’, /'rekal/ ['re:kal] ‘said [masc¢]’) and always short in final/only syllables
(gen® lemu:'na ‘lemon’, smi:'jes ‘you laugh [*]”), except when [e] is an allophone
of the diphthong /ie/ after /j/ as in gen®® mo'je:. The vowel /o/ can exhibit quan-
titative opposition in final/only syllable (rece'mo ‘we say’ — éaku'lo: ‘(s)he bab-
bles’). In non-final syllables with o, the old (phonological) quantitative opposi-
tion is rarely expressed through length (because non-final phonologically short
stressed /0/ is often phonetically long, just like other non-high vowels), as in
'doma ‘at home’ as opposed to 'do:la ‘she gave’, and more often (but only in EB’s
idiolect) through very frequent centralization of the short stressed /6/, as in /'molin/
['me:lin] ‘I pray’, as opposed to /'’xromimq se/ ['xromnimo se] ‘we feed ourselves /
eat’ (centralization is an additional feature distinguishing /i/, which is phoneti-
cally [#] after dentals/alveolars, and /i:/). The diphthongs /ie/ and /uo/ (e.g. 'rie:kla
‘she said’, 'smuyo:kva ‘fig’) appear in the same positions as long high vowels (in
stressed syllables and first pretonic syllables before a short stressed syllable) and
are phonologically always long (though not always phonetically realized as such).
From a diachronic perspective, we can say that there were no phonetic retrac-
tions of stress and that the frequent Cakavian pitch opposition of the “circum-
flex” and the “(neo-)acute” is not preserved, cf. Susak 'pie:t ‘five’ = pede'sie:t
“fifty’ (pét but pedesét in many Cakavian dialects with preserved old pitch dis-
tinction). Posttonic length was shortened without trace (e.g., 'misec ‘month’) prior
to diphthongization (thus, not **'misiec) and *a: > o:, while the old pretonic
length is preserved in the first syllable before a short stress®* (e.g. gen®® netjo:'ka

2 All the forms in this section are by EB.

24 This is the only position where the preservation of the old length is expected phonetically (cf.
Kapovi¢ 2015: 416-501).
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‘nephew’). Old long *a: yielded /o/ (IPA [0])* (usually long, sometimes pho-
netically facultatively shortened in pretonic position) under and directly before
stress, cf. mlo:'da “young [indef. fem®]’ (in more archaic Cakavian varieties: mladc),
u'zo:xomo ‘we used to [impf]”,2® u'zoxxu ‘they used to [impf]’ (< *uzdxomo, *uzdxu).
Old long *e: diphthongized to /ie/ (allophonically/phonetically realized in a
number of ways) and old long *o: diphthongized to /uo/ under and directly be-
fore stress (thus, the old opposition of *a: and *o: is preserved as the modern /o:/
and /uo/). Susak exhibits both of the usual later Cakavian lengthenings,?” namely
the lengthening of all non-final stressed vowels in closed syllables (before all
types of consonant clusters), e.g. jiryla ‘needle’?® (henceforth LSCS = lengthening
in stressed closed syllables), as well as the younger process of lengthening of all
non-final stressed non-high vowels (/a/, /e/, /0/), e.g. nomP®' bo'ya:ti ‘rich [masc]’
(bogati in more archaic Cakavian), nom®2 've:/i ‘big [def. masc]” (véIf in more
archaic Cakavian), loc*® 'ne:voj ‘new [fem]” (ndvaj in more archaic Cakavian)
(henceforth LSS = lengthening in stressed syllables). LSCS is older and predates
diphthongization and *a: > /o0i/, cf. the already mentioned 'rie:kla (rékla in more
archaic Cakavian), 'smuo:kva (smokva in more archaic Cakavian) and 'klo:st “to
put (say)’ (kldsti in more archaic Cakavian?®). LSS is younger (and yields [a:],
[er], [0:]) without any change in vowel color or diphthongization. It is not com-
pletely consistent (just like LSCS) and some /a/, /e/, /o/ remain short (though
rarely).

As concerns the phonetic realization of the stress, short stress (traditionally marked
as (")) is usually “cannonical”,** meaning that it is nearly always very short,
falling, abrupt and “sharp”. The “tromi naglasak™ (traditionally marked as ("))
(a longer, phonetically slightly rising realization), while usual in some dialects,
is very rare (and probably non-existent on high vowels). The phonetic realiza-
tion of stressed long syllables is very interesting. Usually, a long stressed sylla-
ble in non-tonemic dialects is pronounced as phonetically falling (akin to the long
falling toneme, traditionally marked as (*), in dialects with pitch distinction),

% Susak /o/ is a mid-vowel ([o] in very precise IPA symbols), just like /o/ in standard Croatian
(likewise, Susak /e/ is IPA [¢]). HHG 64—66 write this vowel as (&), but this seems to actually be [0]
(cf. the details in Kapovi¢ 2020: 526, fn. 143). Shrager (2011: 212) marks this vowel as an open (o)
[0] in her paper.

26 Cf. uzdyomo in HHG 66. EB’s form is Tsakavian (z instead of 2).

27 Cf. Kapovié 2015: 594-619 for a comprehensive overview of these lengthenings in Cakavian as
a whole.

BCt. gn Cunski (Houtzagers 2003: 48) on the nearby island of Loginj acc*® jiglu with no lengthening
(also Stok. acc™ iglu).

2 Final -i was presumably dropped after lengthening.

30 Cf. Kapovié 2015: 47.
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given that this is the unmarked pronunciation (the falling tone is less marked than
a level/rising one). However, in Susak Cakavian the most frequent pronuncia-
tion of long stressed vowels is the one identical with the “(neo-)acute” in tone-
mic Cakavian dialects. While definitely not entailing any pitch distinction, Su-
sak Cakavian clearly exhibits both the “circumflex” (falling tone) and the “acute”
(usually level, sometimes rising and sometimes very slightly falling tone) vari-
ant — identical in pronunciation to the separate tonemes in Cakavian dialects
with distinctive pitch. This is probably part of the reason that caused the confu-
sion with the description of prosody in HHG. Thus, while jé ‘I and don ‘day’
can be pronounced exactly the same way as jo and don (or older ja@ and dan) in
tonemic dialects (like Bra¢ Cakavian), these are just non-distinctive different reali-
zations in the Susak dialect; they cannot be used to distinguish words/meanings
and are basically interchangeable (thus, j6 and don can be heard as well*'). The
“circumflex” (falling) usually occurs on the final syllable of polysyllabic words,
while the “acute” (mostly level) usually occurs on all non-final syllables and
monosyllables (exceptions exist — perhaps slightly more so in the idiolect of EB).
Cf. here the phonetic realization of long stress in the previously mentioned forms:
end stress in polysyllables bolf, mojé, ¢akulo but non-final stress in déla, mélin,
xronimo_se, riékla, smyokva, uzoxomo, uzoxu, jiyla and monosyllabic piét (also
pié), klost (also klost). Long vowels originating in LSS almost always have the
“acute” realization (with very rare exceptions), e.g. tovara, rékal, boyati, véli, névoj.
Since there is dialectological and descriptive value in recording non-trivial allo-
phonic and allotonic variation (which is easily converted to phonological forms,
while the opposite is not always true), the accent in the following Susak material
will be marked with traditional (and in the case of Susak, allotonic) diacritics.
The diphthong /ie/ is also marked allophonically with its various realizations
([ie(1)], [je()], disyllabic [i.e]). The centralization of /i/ (allophonic/predictable
but reinforcing the quantitative opposition of /'i/ and /'i:/) and /d/ (allophonic but
with an additional distinction between /'6/ and /'0:/) is also always marked. A
much more detailed discussion of Susak prosody, phonology and phonetics, in-
cluding the consonants, is given in Kapovi¢ 2020.

4 Material

The material is organized into the synchronic accentual paradigms (short and
long roots), where:

a. p. A = short root-stress (disregarding LSS)

a. p. B = end-stress (at least in the singular)

a. p. C = mobile stress with the accent shifting to prepositions

a. p. D = end-stress with the accent shifting to prepositions (a combination of B & C)*?

31 All four variants are attested in the data-set stemming from EB.
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In a. p. B and D we distinguish Bi/D: with oxytonesis in the plural and B2/D>
with barytonesis in the plural. What follows is the table of synchronic paradigms
(some features, like preresonant lengthening, are disregarded; note also that not
all the relevant forms were recorded in each case and that in a. p. D different
words had to be combined to illustrate the point in some cases):

nom*® gen* nom”! accent shift
a.p. A short rak raka rdci -
long* yrix yrixa yrisi —
a.p.B short pop popa Bi popi -
dvor dvora B2 dvéri —
long diél dield B diell -
klic kluca B> klici -
a.p.C short buox bdya
long pir pira piri nd_par
a.p.D short buok boka Di boci
nuos nosa D> nosi
long pros proza D prozi nd_tex
zilp zitha Dz ziibi nd_brix

The individual accentual paradigms are attributed with some amount of histori-
cal consideration. For instance, original a. p. D: nouns, potentially identical to a.
p. Br if no accent shift to the preposition (“preskakanje”) has been recorded, are
nonetheless put under a. p. D (these are marked as a. p. *D, see below).

The comprehensive description of the Susak synchronic accentual paradigms
will be given in the next section. Lemmas are headed (alphabetized) by Sto-
kavian equivalents (when they exist).> If the relevant form is attested more than
once (per informant), the exact number of attestations will be indicated as 2x,
5x, 7x, etc.® The meaning is always given, but it should be understood to be
rather provisional, given that the establishing of the exact meaning of the indi-
vidual items was not the object of this research. Prepositions that occur with
some of the forms are na ‘on, onto’, o(d) ‘of, from’, po ‘(up)on’, prez/s ‘with-
out’, s/z ‘with’, v/f (va) ‘in, into’, za ‘for’.

32 Short stem a. p. C and D (unlike short stem a. p. A and B) are additionally characterized by mor-
phonological lengthening of the short /&/ and /6/ to /ie/ and /uo/ in the nom® (as well as in the acc™®
of inanimates), e.g. /'buoy/ but gen* /'boya/ ['bo:ya] (cf. Stok. bog — gen’® bdga). For the historical
account of this phenomenon see Kapovi¢ 2015: 231-233 and Kapovi¢ 2019: 100-108.

33 Historically always an innovation.

3% For illustration, usually without variants and with indications of the historical development only
in case of innovative accentuation (but not for the supposed a. p. d).

35 If sentences were pronounced more than once, this is also indicated, but forms from sentences
written in brackets are actually already counted in the number of occurrences of the individual form
themselves.
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Symbols used for synchronic accentual paradigms as follows:

Shorta. p.: A, B, C, D; long a. p.: A, B, C:, Di*® (diphthongs included, vowels with LSS not counted
as long); | — oxytone plural in a. p. B and D; > — barytone plural in a. p. B and D¥/; half-long a. p.:
B(:) (length only in some forms?®); mixed a. p.: B-C, C-D, etc. (some forms according to one a. p.,
other according to another a. p.*); variant a. p.: C/D, etc. (variant forms according to two a. p.)*’; *
— when there is a lack of data to support the final attribution of an a. p. (e.g., a. p. *D)*!
ap A
Stok. brat — brita
EB brat (3x) ‘brother’ — gen'® bréta (3x) — acc*® brdta (3x) — nomP brdti — pauc. za dvé brdta (3x)
“for two brothers’; DM brat — gen'® brdta — instr*® brdaton — nom® brati [a. p. A]
Stok. dim — gen* dima
EB dim (4x) ‘smoke’ — gen’® déma (2x) (cf. 3% pres. se [...] dimi (2x) ‘it smokes’) [a. p. A]
Stok. djéd — gen® djéda
EB dit (6x) ‘grandfather’ (neyof otdac je meni dit ‘his father is my father-in-law’) — acc*® dida (3x)
(vidila_sen babu i dida (3x) ‘I saw grandmother and grandfather’); DM did — gen*® dida — instr*®
didon [a. p. A]
Stok. grijéh — gen® grijéha
EB yrix (3x) — gen' yrixa — instr® yrixon (2x) — nom™ yrisi (cf. 3% pres. yrisi ‘(s)he sins’) [a. p.
(“church”)* A: < *B:*]
Stok. —
EB jac (4x) ‘ice’ — gen®® jdaca (< Venetian giazo), DM jac [a. p. A]
Stok. kral — gen*® krdla
EB krél (5x) ‘king’ — gen®® krdla (should be *krola);* AB krol; DM krél (3x) — nom® kréli [a. p.
A/A: (obviously secondary)]

3¢ Original a. p. ¢ nouns can sometimes synchronically be identical (or appear to be identical) to a
synchronic a. p. A: (if no accent shifts to proclitics and endings occur or this is not attested in the
data). In such cases, we provisionally mark the noun as a. p. *C: nonetheless on historical grounds.
37 Marked (B or B, Di or D2) when plural forms are attested, unmarked (B, D) when they are not.
If both barytone and oxytone forms are attested, these are marked as Bi.> and Di..

3 Not counting the preresonant lengthening and the morphonological lengthening in the nom(/acc)®®
ofa.p. CandD.

¥ 1.e. when there are no variants (of course, this can be or perhaps always is a mirage due to variant
forms simply being accidentally unattested).

40 As already mentioned, mixed and variant accentual paradigms are sometimes difficult to distinguish
unquestionably due to some forms probably not being attested by chance. If a word is both C and D (thus
C/D or C-D), we usually file it under a. p. D (except when D-forms look obviously secondary — for
instance, the youngest informant, DM, sometimes has an odd instr*® D-form in an otherwise C-par-
adigm).

! ' When there is no mobility (such as the mobile stress in gen't svita — loc*¢ svitit) or accent shift to
prepositions/conjunctions (like gen* g straxa) in a. p. C: and when there is no accent shift to prepo-
sitions/conjunctions (like acc*® nd tex) in a. p. Di. A. p. C: without (attested) mobility and accent
shifts effectively looks like an (immobile) a. p. A: and a. p. D: without accent shift looks like a. p. B:.
42 Words prominently figuring in religious contexts sometimes tend to have a “standardized” root-
stress in the Susak dialect (cf. similar observations in Shrager 2011: 213, 215).

# The expected and original a. p. B: is variantly attested in Shrager 2011: 220.
4 Cf. the expected form in HHG 106.
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Stok. krith — gen'® kritha
EB instr*® kriixon ‘bread’; DM kriix— gen®® kriixa — instr® kriixon [a. p. A]
Stok. kitk — kitka («— *kitka)
EB kiik (7x) ‘hip’ — gen'® kitka (2x) — nom® kiiki (3x) [a. p. A]
Stok. itk — gen’® itk
EB liik (6x) ‘garlic’ — gen® litka (3x); DM liik — gen®® litka — instr*® litkon [a. p. A]
Stok. mis — gen*® misa
EB mi5 (3x) ‘mouse’ — gen'® miSa (2x) — acc? misi (6x) (moska l6vi misi “cat catches mice’); DM
mis — gen®® misa — instr*® miSen — nom” misi [a. p. A]
Stok. mriz — gen® mriza
DM mraz “frost’ — gen® mraza [A. p. A]
Stok. prag — gen®® praga
AB prax ‘doorstep’; DM prax — gen®® praya — instr* prayon [A. p. A]
Stok. prst — gen’® pista
EB pauc. dvé parsta ‘two fingers’; DM pdrst — gen'® parsta — instr*® parston —nom® parsti [a. p. A]
Stok. piit — gen® piita
EB piit (4x) ‘travel, way’ — gen®® s piita® — instr*® piiton; DM piit — gen*® piita — instr8 piiton [a. p.
Ar*6 < *Bi]
Stok. rdj — gen®™ rija (iLraj)
EB gen* od rdja ‘from heaven’ — acc® v roj (2x) (ki_se biide moli ée puoj.v.roj ‘one who prays
will go to heaven’) — loc® v rdju [a. p. A]
Stok. rak — gen*® réika
EB rak (2x) ‘crab’ — gen'® od rika — nom réci (4x); DM rak — gen'® rika [a. p. A]

a.p.B
Stok. bob — gen*® boba
EB bop (12x) ‘bean’ — gen*® boba (3x) [a. p. B]
Stok. daizd — gen®® dazda (ARj)
EB das (2x) ‘rain’ — gen*® dazja (2x) (cf. 3* pres. dazji (5x) ‘it rains’) [A. p. B]
Stok. dio — gen® dijéla
EB diél (6x) ‘part’ — gen* dield (2x) — instr*¢ dielyén — nomP' dieli (2x) — gen® tri dili “three parts™*’
[a. p. Bi2:]
Stok. dvér — gen*t dvéra
EB dvor (12x) ‘courtyard’ — gen*® dvord (2x) — nom® dvéri (4x) [a. p. Bz]
Stok. grob — gent groba
EB yrop (5x) ‘grave’ — gen*t yroba; AB yrop (2x); DM yrop — gen® yroba — loc* yrobii — instr*®
yrobuén — nom® yrébi [a. p. B2]
Stok. grozd — gen®® grozda (grézd — gen' grézdalgrézda)
DM yruéz ‘bunch of grapes’ — gen®® yrozda — instr¢ yrozduon (cf. EB yrudzje ‘grapes’) [a. p. B(:) or D%]

45 Cf. the same piita but also the original piita in HHG 106, 118.

46 The same in Shrager 2011: 220.

47 Vermeer (1979/2016: 2) says that Hraste is wrong about the o-stem gen®' ending when he gives
both -of and -i. Vermeer says that “~i is rare, and probably restricted to only a few nouns (e.g. mis-
iéci), in the usual way” — however, in my data (which may be innovative in this regard, of course,
when compared to the older stages of the dialect as fixed in HHG and Vermeer’s data) the ending -i
is attested almost universally (with rare usual exceptions such as gen” dén ‘days’).
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Stok. kli¢ — gen®® kfiica
EB Klii¢ (4x) ‘key’, klii¢ (2x) — gen®® kliica (4x) — instr® s klucjén (2x) — nomP kliici (2x), kfici;
AB klii¢; DM klii¢ — gen®® klii¢d — instr*® kjucuén — nom® kfiici [a. p. Ba:]
Stok. kdr — gen®® koria
EB kuon (2x) ‘horse’ — gen® s konda (2x) — loc*® konii (3x); DM kudn — gen® kona — loc*® na konti —
instr* konyon [a. p. B¥]
Stok. kriz — gen®® kriza
EB kris (10x) ‘cross’, kriz (2x) — gen’® od kriza, kriza (2x), od kriza (2x) — loc®® na krizii (3x)
(budx_je na_krizii (2x) ‘god is on the cross’), na krizu (4x) [a. p. B: (& “church” a. p. A1) ]
Stok. krov — gen’t krova
EB krof (9x) ‘roof” — gen®® krovd — instr’ krovuén, krovuén — nom® krovi; AB krof; DM krov —
gen®® krova — instr® krovuén — nom® krévi [A. p. Bz]
Stok. liig — gen*® Liga
EB liix (3x)* ‘ash’ — gen’® liya [a. p. B:]
Stok. mést — gen’t mosta
EB most (6x) ‘bridge’ — gen'® priko mosta (2x), mosta (3x)*' [A. p. B/A]
Stok. néz — gen* néza
EB nués (3x) ‘knife’, nué? (2x) — gen®® noza — instr’® z nozjén (3x) — nom® nézi — acc™ nézi (2x)
[A. p. Ba()?]
Stok. piis — gen® psd
EB pas (17x) ‘dog’ — gen'® fea (2x) — acc®® fea (4x) — nom® fei — gen® fei (2x) — acc” fci [a. p. B]
Stok. pdd — gen* poda
EB pot (4x) “floor’ — gen® poda, DM pot — gen®® poda — 1oc*® podii — instr® podyuén — nom® pédi
() [a. p. B2]
Stok. pop — gen® popa
EB pop (3x) ‘priest’ — gen’t popa (4x) — instr s popuén (2x) — nom® popi (3x) [a. p. Bi]
Stok. rép — gen'® répa (dial. also répa)
EB riép (4x) ‘tail’, riép — gen*® riepa, riepd... — instr*® z repuon (4x); DM riép — gen* rjepa —
instr® rjepuén — nom® riépi [a. p. B>

8 Synchronically, this is a. p. D, but this is probably an innovation — cf. a. p. B (— C) in Shrager
2011: 220.

49 Strictly synchronically speaking, the only thing distinguishing a. p. B with preresonant lengthen-
ing in the nom® (cf. also studl, vuol) from a short a. p. D is the C-type accent jump in a. p. D (which
probably does not occur in all a. p. D nouns and is not always attested). Since it is historically clear
that this is a. p. B and since a. p. D may display accent shift to the preposition, I list kuon, stuol, vuél
under a. p. B here.

3" The accent /ity (HHG 166) must be a mistake.

3! This is possibly an (accentual) loanword from the standard (there are no bridges on Susak).

32 Synchronically, nuds looks like kuén, studl, vuél (which have preresonant lengthening), but unlike
preresonant lengthening, which can be described as a synchronic and thus automatic alternation (if
not completely regular — cf., e.g., dvor without that phenomenon), the lengthening before -z# is not
regular synchronically and has a different historic origin (cf. Kapovi¢ 2015: 400, 403f.). Because its
length in the nom* cannot be explained synchronically by a particular rule, it is best to classify nuos
as a. p. B(1), with length in some cases (nom/acc*) and brevity in others.

%3 Historically, it is clear that this is not old a. p. d (cf. 7ép in some Cakavian dialects).
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Stok. stél — gen* stola
EB stuol ‘table’ — gen®t od stoli — loc®® na_stolii (2x) — nom® st5li [a. p. B2]

Stok. stilp — gen* stiipa
EB stip (3x) ‘tree’ — gen®® stiipd >* — nom? stipi (3x); DM stilp — gen®® stiipd — instr*® stupuén
[a. p. B2i]

Stok. siid — gen® siida
EB gen* suda (2x) ‘court of law’ — dat*® sidii (2x) — acc’® na_siit (4x); DM sid — gen*® sida —
instr* suduon [a. p. Bi]

Stok. Stap — gen't §tdpa
EB §¢0p (4x) ‘cain’ — gen* §¢opa [a. p. Bi]

Stok. vl — gen*® vola
EB vuél (6x) ‘0x’ — gen't vola — nom® véli [a. p. Bz]

Stok. vith — gen®® viha (Vuk) (originally u-stem)
EB varx (10x) ‘top’ (and ‘pile of grapes’?) — gen®* z varxa (2x) — loc*® na varxii (6x) (bila sen
na varxii i prisla sen doma ‘1 was at the top and then I came home’); DM varx — gen*® varxa —
instr’¢ varxyuén — nom? varsi [a. p. Bz]

a.p.C

Stok. bog — gen™ boga
EB buox (7x) ‘god’, buox (4x), buéx — gen* béya — dat*® fala béyu ‘thank god’, hvala béyu — acc™®
v.béya (jo v béya vérujen ‘1 believe in god’) — voc®® boze!, boze! (4x) — instr’® béyon, AB buox;
DM gen*t boya — instr*® boyon [a. p. C]

Stok. bréj — gen’® broja
DM brydj ‘number’ — gen*® brgja — instr*® bréjen [a. p. *C]

Stok. briis — gen't briisa
EB briis (10x) ‘whetstone’, briis (2x) — gen® briisa — acc*® na_ briis (10x) — instr® briison (cf. 2%
pres. brilsis ‘you whet’); AB nom*® briis (3x) (cf. 3% pres. briisi ‘whets’); DM briisa (2x) — nom”
briisi [a. p. Ci]

Stok. cv — gen® civa (originally i-stem)
EB carf ‘worm’ — nom® ¢arvi (3x) — gen” ¢arvi; AB c¢arf — nomP' ¢arvi; DM gen® carva (2x) —
instrs éarvon (2x) — nom® céarvi [a. p. *Ci]

Stok. —
DM ¢uék ‘blackbird’> — gen®® éudka — instr® éudkon [a. p. Ci]

Stok. din — gen*® déna (originally n-stem)
EB dén ‘day’, parvi don (5x)°° ‘Monday’ — gen*® dnéva (2x) — acc*® don — nom?' dnévi — gen®
misec don (2x) ‘a month [literally: of days]’; DM dén — gen® dona, dnéva [a. p. C]

Stok. d6l — gen*t dola
DM dyél ‘dale’ — gen’*® dudla (?) — instr*® duélon (?) [a. p. *C: (?)]

Stok. dith — gen*t ditha (ARj)
EB diix (2x) ‘ghost’ — gen® diixa — instr® diixon;>’ DM diix — gen®® diixa [a. p. *C:]

5% Cf. the same in HHG 75.

33 Probably onomatopoeic (cf. Skok and perhaps Italian chioccolare ‘to warble’) and usual in Central
and Northern Cakavian.

6 Cf. HHG 171.

57 The gen® and the instr’¢ were elicited in a religious context, thus it is not impossible that these
forms have “church”-influenced accentuation.
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Stok. gldd — gen®t glada
EB ylot (3x) ‘hunger’ — gen* 6d ylada (3x); DM ylét — gen® yloda — instr*® yloduon [a. p. C:-Dz]
Stok. gnéj — gen’t gndja
AB ynudj (2x) ‘manure’; DM ynudj — gen* ynoja — instr* yngjen [a. p. C]
Stok. krdj — gen® krija (nd_kraj)
EB kroj (6x) ‘end’ (also kra@j (3x) (?), standard-influenced form) — gen* do_krdja (2x) — acc*®
nd_kraj ‘onto the coast’; DM kroj — gen®® krdja — instr*® krdjen [a. p. Ci < *A]
Stok. list — gen®® lista
AB list — gen®t lista (2x); DM instr¢ listuon™® [a. p. C:-D1]
Stok. 6] — gen’t [dja
DM Iyoj ‘tallow’ — gen®* I6ja — instr*® [Gjen [a. p. C]
Stok. fik — gen®® lika
EB bozji ik (8x)* ‘rainbow’ (literally: ‘god’s bow’), bozji litk, boZji lug (6x), bozji lix*® — gen*®
bozjeya liika (3x) — instr*® bozjin liikon (2x); AB bozji litk; DM bozji litk — gen®® [...] litka [a. p. *C:]
Stok. méd — gen®® méda (originally u-stem)
EB mjét ‘honey’ (5x) — gen*® méda (2x) (jimas méda ¢o? ‘do you have some honey?’) — instr*®
médon (5x); DM mjéd — gen® mjéda — instr*® mjédon, médon [A. p. C]
Stok. mir — gen*® mira
EB mir (4x) ‘peace’ — loc*® na mirii (3x); DM mir — gen®*® mira — loc*® na mirii — instr®® s miron
(2x) (should be *z miron) [a. p. C:]
Stok. miiz — gen® miiza
EB miis (5x) ‘husband’, miiz — gen®* miiza (5x), od miiza (3x) — dat®® mizu — acc® miiza (2x) —
loc®® po_miizu (2x) — instr’¢ miizen (5x) — instr® z miizi; AB gen®® miiza, DM mii§ — instr’¢ miizen
(2x) — nomP! miizi [a. p. A: < *C]
Stok. pir — gen* pira (ndpir)
EB pir (6x) ‘wedding’ — gen't pira (3x) — acc®® nd par (7x)%', za_nd par —loc*® na_pirii — nom® piri;
DM pir (2x) — gen'® pira (2x) — loc®® piru — instr’® piron — nom® piri [a. p. C: — A:]
Stok. piiz — gen® piiza
EB pals ‘snail’ — gen® palza (2x)** ‘snail’ — nom® pdlzi (10x) [a. p. *C: (?)]
Stok. r6d — gen*® roda
EB ryét (2x) ‘kin’ — gen* roda, réda — instr’® rodon; DM ruéd (2x) — gen®* roda (2x) — instr’®
rédon [a. p. C]
Stok. sin — gen® sina (originally u-stem)
EB sin (4x) ‘son’, sin (2x) — gen*® od_ sina (2x) — instr*® sinon (3x); DM sin — gen*® sina — dat*®
sinu— acc®® sina — loc*® sinu — instr*® sinon — nom® sini — gen® sini — loc™ sinami [A. p. *C:]
Stok. smrad — gen®® smrada
EB (?) smrdt (2x) ‘stink’ — gen*® smrdta (3x) (should be *smrada < *smréda), smriada® (cf.
smardi/smardi ‘it stinks”) [a. p. *Ci]

58 EB only provided the collective form /istie ‘leaves’ (cf. HHG 166) and metaphorical pero ‘leaf®
(cf. HHG 171).

% Cf. HHG 153.
0 There seems to be some confusion with the final consonant.
! Cf. the same in HHG 69.

2 Same in HHG 75, 104. The accent might had shifted because the expected *palzi should have had
a long pretonic @, which was marginal in the system (cf. Kapovi¢ 2020: 520f.).
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Stok. srdm — gen’® srama
EB srén (3x) ‘shame’, sron (2x) — gen* ne méren 6 srama (3x) ‘I can’t... out of shame’; AB srom;
DM srom — gen® sroma [a. p. Ct]

Stok. strah — gen® strdha
EB strox ‘fear’ — gen® stroxa (2x), 6_straxa ne mére (3x) ‘he can’t out of fear...’; AB strox;, DM
strox — gen'® stroxa — loc*® stroxu — instr* straxyon [a. p. Ci(-D) ]

Stok. svijét — gen*t svijéta
EB gen*t svita (3x) ‘world’, o(d)_svita (3x) (krdj o_svita, kréj od svita ‘end of the world’) — loc*®
svitti (3x) — instr*® sviton ‘people’; DM svit — gen® svita — instr*® svityon [a. p. C:(/D:)]

Stok. vrdg — gen® vraga
EB vrdx (4x) ‘devil’ — gen*® vrdya — instr® vrayon;** AB vrdx — nom® vrdzi; DM gen®® vrdya —
instr*® vrayuén — nom? vrazi (2x) [a. *Ci/Da:]

Stok. vitk — gen* viitka
EB viik (4x) ‘wolf” — gen*¢ viika (2x) — acc®® vitka® [a. p. *C:]

a.p.D

Stok. b6k — gen’® boka and bok — gen®® boka
EB budk (10x) ‘hip’, Buok (3x) ‘name of a beach just outside of the town of Susak’ — gen*®* hoka
(2x), gen®* z Boka (4x) (prisia sen z Boka (2x) ‘I came from Buok’) — acc®® v Buok (2x) — loc®
Bokii (5x) (kadi si plaval? v Bokii (2x) ‘Where did you swim? On Buok’); AB budk — gen**
do_boka (2x)% — loc*® bokii — nom® boci (2x) [a. p. Di]

Stok. brijég — gen® brijéga
EB brix (7x) ‘hill’ (used also for the upper part of Susak) — gen* briya (5x) (na varxii od briya
‘on the top of the hill’), briya (2x) — acc®® nd brix (10x) — loc*® na_briyii (2x); AB brix (2x) — gen'
piét brizi “five hills’; DM brix (3x) — gen®® briya — instr*® bripuén — nom® brizi (2x) — gen® piét
brizi [a. p. Ci/D2:]

Stok. bréd — gen®® broda
EB bruod (2x) ‘ship’; DM brudd (2x) — gen® broda — acc™ na bruéd — loc*® brodii — instr*® brodjén —
nom/loc? brédi [a. p. *Dz]

Stok. cijép — gen® cijépa
EB cip (4x) ‘flail’ — gen®® cipa (4x) — acc®® cip (a ki lipi cip ovdj [stand.] jima za_bop mlotit “what
a nice flail he has to thresh the beans with’) — instr*® cipon (4x) (jé6 miétin z otin cipon ‘1 thresh
with this flail”), cipuon (3x) (cipuon_se mléti bop ili bizi ‘beans or peas are threshed with a flail’) —
nom" cipi (2x) [a. p. *C:/*D2:]

63 Attested as smrdt — gen®® smrdda in HHG 104, which would be *smrét — *smréda in the idiolect
of my informant, but I was able to elicit with great difficulty only smrdt — smrada (and smrata!)
with standard vocalism (similar to vr@x). Thus, the attestation is not completely reliable. However,
cf. the verb smradit with -a- in a. p. A and a strange pretonic -@- in smradyt (HHG 177).

6 Cf. Houtzagers 2003: 35 for the aberrant (“church”-influenced?) vocalism (cf. also Kapovi¢ 2020:
521f).

% There are no wolves on Susak so this word was not easy to elicit (the informant kept insisting that
on Susak they say pdas and that there are no wolves). As for the reflex u < */ instead of a/, it occurs
in other Susak words as well (cf. HHG 75 and from my data siince (3x) ‘sun’, pin ‘full” and stip
‘tree’), cf. Vermeer 1975: 156f. The form viik with an unexpected -u- (instead of the expected *véek
with -e-), in what is likely a loanword (which may be the case with the Susak dialect as well), is also
attested in OmisSalj on the island of Krk (Vermeer 1984b: 285).

6 Cf. gen®® boka (HHG 159).
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Stok. dom — gen* doma (Vuk) & dom — gen* doma
EB duom (4x) ‘home’ — gen** doma (2x) — loc*® domii (2x) (cf. the adverb doma (9x) ‘at home”);
AB gen’t doma (?); DM dyom — gen* doma [a. p. C/D]

Stok. glds — gen® gldsa
EB ylos (4x) ‘voice’ — gen®® ylosa;, DM ylos — gen®® ylosa — instr®® ylosyén [A. p. *Dz]

Stok. grdd — gen* grada
EB yrot (11x) “city’, yrod, yrot (3x) — gen® yroda (2x) —loc®® yrodii, v, yrodii (2x) — instr® yroduon
—nom® yrédi; AB gen®® yroda, yroda — loc® yrodii — instr® yrodjén; DM yréd (2x), grod — gen®
yroda (2x) — loc® yrodii — instr® grodjén — nom® yrédi (2x) [A. p. C:/*D2]

Stok. hldd — gen’® hlada
EB xlot (5x) ‘shade’, xlod — gen® xloda (2x) — acc® fxIot (2x), fxlod —loc™® fxlodii (3X), va xlodii;
AB xl6t — acc®® na xlot; DM xlod — gen® xloda — instr*® xloduon [A. p. *Dai]

Stok. kfiin — gen*® kjiina
EB Kkfin (7x) ‘beak’ — gen®® klina® [A. p. *D:]

Stok. mijéh — gen®® mijéha
EB mix (11x) ‘wineskin’ — gen®t mixa (2x), mixd — instr*® mixuon — acc” misi; AB mix; DM gen‘®
mixd — instr*® mixyén — nom? misi [A. p. C:/*D2:]

Stok. nés — gen*® ndsa
EB nués (4x) ‘nose’, nués (2x) — gen nosa® — loc*® po_nosii (3x) — instr® nosién — nom nési;
AB nués (2x) gen*t od nosa (?) (standard-influenced?); DM gen*t nosa (2x), nosa — instr’® nosuyon
[a. p. (C/)D2]

Stok. plét — gen' plota
AB pluét (2x) “fence’ — plota (2x), plota — gen® ploti [a. p. D2]

Stok. pét — gen*® pota (ARj)
DM puot ‘sweat’ — gen* pota — instr* potuon (cf. AB spotin se (2x), se spotin ‘1 get sweaty’) [A. p. D]

Stok. prdh — gen® priha
EB prox (9x) ‘dust’, prox (2x) — proxa (2x); DM prox 2x — gen® proxad — instr® proxuon [a. p. *Ci/D]

Stok. praz — gen’® praza (ARj)®
EB pros (12x)7° “billy goat’, préz — acc®® proza (2x) — nom? prozi [a. p. *Di:]

Stok. réd — gen'® réda
EB rié, riet ‘row’ — gen* riéda — loc* po_riédu (2x); DM riét — gen* rjeda — loc® rjedii — instr*®
rjeduon [a. p. *Ci/D:]

Stok. rég — gen* roga
EB ruéx (5x) ‘horn’ — gen® roya (4x) — acc®® rudx — instr*® royuon (2x) — nom? rozi (2x) — acc?
rozi (7x) (pros ki rozi jima ‘billy goat which has horns”), rozi (2x) — instr® rozimi; AB nom?® rozi
(3x) — gen® rozi, pjé rozi ‘five horns’ — acc? rozi; DM ruéx (2x) — nomP rozi — gen! pjét rozi [a. p.
C-D (sg), C/Di2(p])]

Stok. snijég — gen* snijéga
EB snix (6x) ‘snow’ — gen®t sniya (3x), sniya (?) (could be a standard-like form) — loc® sniyii,
po_sniyii (2x) (cf. 3% pres. snizi (3x)/snizi ‘it snows’); DM snix — gen®® sniya, sniya (?) — instr*®
sniyuén — nom® snizi [a. p. *D2(/C1)]

7 With a standard / instead of the dialectal /.
8 Cf. the note in Shrager 2011: 214.

® Cf. Slovene (Pletersnik) prdz ‘ram’.

0 Cf. HHG 173.
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Stok. tég — gen’t téga’" (ARj)
EB tiéx ‘vineyard’ — gen® tieyd (2x) — acc® nd_tex (3x) — loc*e na_tieyi (2x)"* [a. p. D:]

Stok. vrat — gen®® vrita
EB vrét (5x) ‘neck’ — gen®® vrota (2x) — loc® vrotit (3x), po vrotit — acc? vrdti (2x); AB vrét (6x) —
gen*t vrota; DM gen® vrota — nomP viéti [a. p. *Dai]

Stok. zid — gen*® zida
EB zit, zid ‘wall’ — gen* od zida (3x) (lerudj.mi pol od zida “clock fell from the wall’), od zida —
nom” zidi — gen® Cetiri zidi “four walls’; AB zit (3x); DM gen®® zida, zida — loc*® zidii — nom® zidi
[a. p. *C:/*D2i]

Stok. ziib — gen®® ziiba
EB ziip (2x) ‘tooth’, ziip (4x), zith — gen®® zithd — instr*¢ zubuon (4x) — nomP zibi (6x), zitbi — gen®
ziibi — acc? ziibi (2x) — instr zitbdmi (4x); AB gen'® ziiba — instr¢ zubyén (2x) — nom® zibi; DM
gen® zitha — instr*® zubuon (2x), zibon [a. p. Ci/Da!]

Stok. Zdrijéb — gen’t Zdrijéba ‘lot’
EB Zdrip (2x) ‘cork’, zdrip (3x), Zdrib (6x) — gen®® Zdriba — nomP Zdribi — gen® pié(t) Zdribi (2x)
‘five corks’; AB zdrip (3x), zdrip (5x) — gen® zdriba (2X), zdriba, zdriba (2x), od zdriba — loc*®
Zdribu — instr® zdribuén — nom® zdribi; DM instr*® Zdribu6n — nom Zdribi [a. p. Ci/D2:]

5 The Susak accentual paradigms’>

A. p. A in monosyllabic o-stem nouns is quite usual — it shows a stable short stress
(no data on the gen? is available but since it usually has an innovative -i, the
original neo-circumflex lengthening is probably gone) throughout the paradigm,
with the usual phonological alternations, preresonant lengthening in the nom(/acc)*®
(e.g. 'di:m) and LSS in polysyllabic forms of non-high vowels (gen*® /'brata/ >
['bra:ta]). Some old a. p. B (‘pu:t — gen®® 'pu:ta)’ and a. p. C nouns (‘mu:2) effec-
tively switched to the synchronic a. p. A: by generalizing initial accent (if the
accent shift to prepositions is eliminated in old C-forms) and kraj shifted to a. p. C
by developing a secondary accent shift (‘na kraj).

The accentual paradigm B has the usual end-stress in the singular (gen*¢ po'pa —
instr’® po'puon) and the nom(/acc)®® form of short stems is short (‘pop) unlike a. p.
C and D short stems. In the plural, the minority of stems (B1) are end-stressed

7' Cf. in Stokavian in Prapatnice (Vrgorska krajina, my data) tég ‘cultivated, flat field’.

2 Cf. HHG 59, 74, 78, 91, 96, 100f,, 118, 127, 139, 142, 156, 163, 184. Hraste (HHG 96, cf. also
74, 78, 100f.) adduces the sentence Bila sen na teyi ‘1 was in the vineyard’ as something female
speakers would typically say (while men say feyir (Ioc*®) according to him). I have the same exact
sentence attested (completely accidentally and not elicited) twice in my data (and from a female
speaker, EB): bila sen na_tieyi (2x) (I write (ie) where Hraste writes ('e)). Vermeer (1979/2016: 2)
notes that the o-stem loc*® ending “-i is restricted to toponyms”.

73 In the phonologically written forms in this section final devoicing, some sandhi phenomena (od > 0)
and lengthening of non-final short non-high vowels are disregarded. The diphthongs (which are pho-
nologically always long) are not marked as long. The length resulting from preresonant lengthening is
marked as phonological because it is not synchronically automatic (cf. "kuon but 'dvor).

" Cf. e.g. Vrgada (Jurisi¢ 1973) piit — gen*® piita.
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(nomP! po'pi), while most of them (B2) receive stress on the stem (nom® 'voli).”
This duality of plural forms is the same as in a. p. D. Historically, these can be
attributed to either the influence of a. p. D or the old loc” (*volix») and instr?
(*voly) a. p. b forms, or both.

A. p. C behaves as one would expect. The result of morphonological lengthening
in the nom(/acc)®® is clear in all short stems (‘buoy — 'boya), accentual mobility
is evident in most loc®® forms of inanimate nouns (gen®® 'mi:ra — loc*® na_mi:'ru)
but not in plural forms.” The prepositional accent shift is well-attested (‘od srama).
The a. p. C is considered to be securely attested only in those paradigms where
at least one of the three adduced characteristics is present — otherwise all words
without such alternations are provisionally marked as a. p. *C: (which in some
cases may be identical to a. p. A:). This is usual in long stems (where there can
be no morphonological length in the nom[/acc]*) and animates (where there is,
as usual, no end-stress in the loc®).

A. p. D is a combination of a. p. B and a. p. C. Like a. p. B, it has end-stress in
the singular (gen®® no'sa, instr*® no'sien) and more rarely in the plural (nom®
pro:'zi). Like a. p. C, it has morphonological lengthening in the nom(/acc)®
(‘nuos) and features the prepositional accent shift (‘'na_tey). In one case, mobility
in the plural of an a. p. C noun seems to be attested, viz. nom” 'zu:bi — instr?!
zu'bami, although this may actually be a D-form (instr®! zu'bami, just like gen®
zu:'ba). Most a. p. D words show variant C- and D-forms in the singular (gen‘®
'zizda and zi’'da)’” and some in the plural as well (acc? 7ozi and ro'zi).”® How-
ever, as already mentioned, in some words (like gen®® vro:'ta) only singular end-
stress forms are attested, though one cannot be sure if variant forms perhaps
exist but remain unattested by chance. Like a. p. B, a. p. D has two types in the
plural — the rarer Di-type with end-stress (nom® bo'ci) and the frequent Da-type
with initial stress (nomP' 'nosi). Plural variants are very rare (cf. the already men-
tioned 'rozi/ro'zi). A long stem a. p. D: that has no nom(/acc)*¢ lengthening and
where prepositional accent shift (“preskakanje”) is not attested is synchronically
indistinguishable from a. p. B:, except by the variant C- and D-forms, which
often exist. As already noted, the youngest informant (DM, 1977) produced end-
stress forms in the instre (ylo'dyon, li'styon,” stra'xyon, svi'tuon, vra'yuon®® —

> In HHG 106, only Ba type seems to be adduced for short stems (pdpi) and only B type for long
stems (k/ict).

76 Cf. also HHG 101 (only *gordw has end-stressed plural forms, and these may actually be D- rather
than C-forms), 104.

7 It is not impossible that some initial stress forms in singular are perhaps due to the influence of
the standard in codeswitching.

8 The “mixed” a. p. C/D paradigm with C- and D-variants is also typical for Carpatho-Ukrainian
and Pskov-Polotsk East Slavic dialects, e.g. gen* réya/roya, instr’ réyom/royom (Nikolaev 2012: 92).

7 This form may not be an innovation since it is attested also in Shrager 2011: 216.
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but EB 'svi:ton, 'vra:gon) of some words where otherwise only C-forms are at-
tested in my data (gen*® 'ylo:da, lista, 'stro:xa, 'sviita, 'vra:ga).$' Thus, the variant
a. p. D in these forms is in fact not so reliable, although such D-forms do agree
in some cases with other Susak data — in the tables that follow below, I will list
such words according to their agreement with the other attestations from Susak
(though the attribution may be rather provisional in some cases).

6 Comparison with other data from Susak

In this section, the a. p. C and a. p. D data in original o- and u-stems®? collected
by the author of this paper will be compared with other data from the Susak
dialect (from HHG® 70, 83, 85, 90, especially 1043 and 106,%° 130, 139, 147,
159 and Shrager 2011: 215-218, 221f.) in order to see how well they match. For
reasons of space, the full/actual data from other sources will not be adduced but
analyzed synchronically in the same manner as the data in this paper. As a rule,
in both lists we include only words that are otherwise reliably attested as a. p. C
in most modern Slavic languages/dialects.?®* We also do not mark Di and D2
separately, * in *C and *D and : for long stems, nor do we distinguish C-D and
C/D (such instances are all marked as C/D) because that is not historically rele-
vant. Some words have been excluded from the discussion on various grounds.®’

8 This form is perhaps not an innovation since it is attested also in Shrager 2011: 215.

81 However, there are some words, like cip, in which D-forms appear only variantly in the instr¢ (and
not just by the youngest informant), where this seems to be an archaism.

82 We exclude original i-stems because of the prevalence of mobile stress there (cf. Kapovié 2009).
Other original stems (like n-stem *dbno ‘day’) are marginal and thus also excluded.

8 We reference here only those pages where singular oblique forms are attested (outside of sole loc®,
where there is no distinction between a. p. C and a. p. D). The lengthened nom(/acc)* of a. p. C/D forms
in short stems (HHG 53, 60, 62, 69) is also ignored here because it also does not distinguish between a.
p- C and a. p. D (the same goes for the long stem nom(/acc)*®, where a. p. C: = D: =B).

8 Here, only a. p. C is attested — a few of these forms have D-dublets in HHG 106.

8 This is the only page in HHG where a. p. D forms are actually attested.

8 In *pulze, *repwv, *sméxw and *stvlpw, the a. p. B is well-attested in modern Slavic and thus we do
not include it into the Susak lists here. The same holds for *verxs, which is well-attested as a. p. B in
Cakavian/Stokavian and shows secondary shortening of the original long stem. South Slavic *perstn
also has aberrant (a. p. @) accentuation from a historical perspective. However, we do include here
those words (like *bokw and *domw) for which other dialects show a B/C vacillation if there is a
possibility that this vacillation may be due to an original a. p. d.

87 Susak 'dru:y “partisan, comrade’ (Shrager 2011: 220) must be a standard loanword as clear from
its meaning and this is probably true of *plods ‘fruit’ as well, which Shrager (2011: 216) records
but my informants (AB & DM) reject as dialectal. The form *krojo (Shrager 2011: 217) is also
probably a standard loanword (rejected by EB). The form *stropwn (Shrager 2011: 218) is definitely
a standard loanword and so is *znaks (ibid.), rejected by AB & DM. I excluded Shrager’s (2011:
217) a. p. B/D for *grobs because there is no a. p. C/D lengthening in the nom/acc®¢, which points
to an original a. p. b. Shrager (2011: 217) wrongly lists 'krov as a. p. D because of the Bo>-plural in
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As arule of thumb, the a. p. C list features those words which only have C-forms
or mostly have C-forms beside some D-forms, which, however, could easily be
secondary (e.g. attested in my data by the youngest informant, in most cases only
in the instr’¢). Words are listed under a. p. D when D-forms are well-attested or
when at least one source (of two) has a clear and a well-attested a. p. (C/)D.
However, the lists are still somewhat provisional in certain regards — when the
individual sources differ (as in the case of *gols» and *potw, for instance), one
could also propose an alternative attribution.

a.p.C
Proto-Slavic HHG 1956 Shrager 2011 Kapovi¢ 2018
*bogv C C C
*hors ™
*brojo C
*dolv c
*duxv C C
*édv c¥ C
*gnoje C C C
*goldv C C C(/D)
*kumwv C
*lojb C C C
*lokv C
*medv C C C
*mirs C C
*mozo C C
*pirv C C C
*redy Cc C/D (D)
*rodv C C
*smordv C Cc(
*sormwv C C
*straxv C C(/D)
*svéto C C(/D)
*synv C C
*volko (?)% c®
*zvonv C

the paradigm. Shrager’s (2011: 216) instr¢ 'podon must be secondary (oddly enough, she lists the
Standard Croatian form as C instead of the usual B as well).

8 HHG 130.
% HHG 139.

% Shrager (2011: 216) wrongly lists this as D instead of C (the end-stress in the loc® only is a
characteristic trait of a. p. C).

L A. p. D is attested only with the youngest informant.

92 Could easily be a loanword from the standard.
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a.p.D
Proto-Slavic HHG 1956 Shrager 2011 Kapovi¢ 2018
*bergv C C/D C/D
*bokw C/D C/D C/D
*brodv C D D
*bruswv D Cc”
*cépo 4 D C/D
*domw C/D
*golsv C D
*gordv C/D C/D C/D
*xoldv D D D
*kljuns D D
*kvéto C/D %
*isto C/D C/D C(/D)
*méxv C C/D C/D
*moltv C/D
*105b % C/D (CHD
*plotv DY’ C/D D
*porxn C C/D C/D (D)*®
*porze D
*potv C D
*proto » C/D 100
*rogv C/D C/D C/D
*sadv D 1
*snégv C (C/)D
*togn 102 D
*yorgn C C/D'® C(/D)
*vorte D C/D D
*zidw D C/D C/D
*20b1 C/D C/D (CHD'™
*Zerbo C/D C/D

% Very well-attested as a. p. C.

% Cf. HHG 74 (no oblique cases attested).

% All my informants rejected *cvétw and instead offered only the loanword yardful ‘flower’.
% The form nd nos (HHG 175) can be either a. p. C or a. p. (C/)D.

7 A. p. D recorded also by Vermeer 1984a: 36122,

% A. p. D is attested only with the youngest informant.

% No oblique forms attested.

100 T was not able to attest this word.
1% AB & DM rejected this word.

102 Well-attested (HHG 96, 100-101), but only in forms where a. p. C and a. p. D are not distinguish-

able.

1% D-forms only variantly in the instr.

104 C-forms only in the idiolect of the youngest informant.
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Although Shrager’s analysis is sometimes faulty and certain details of her data
as well as the transcription itself are not always perfectly reliable (not the place-
ment of the stress, however),!% it can be generally established that as far as a. p.
C and a. p. (C/)D material in her and my dataset is concerned the match is almost
perfect. The agreement of both Shrager’s and my own material with a. p. C data
in HHG is also high, no significant discrepancies being detectable. Almost all a.
p. (C/)D nouns attested in HHG are attested as such in Shrager’s and my material,
the only difference being that in some cases HHG only records a. p. C whereas
Shrager’s and my data point to a. p. (C/)D (for *bruse» HHG has D and my data
shows a. p. C, which is the only such mismatch). This is probably due to HHG
accidentally attesting only one of the variants, though post-HHG innovations on
Susak cannot be ruled out. Generally speaking, it is safe to say that the corpus
comprising the main representatives of a. p. C and a. p. D (i.e. C/D) nouns in the
Susak dialect is now rather clear and that the synchronic opposition of the two
paradigms (in addition to a. p. A and B) is fairly robust.

7 The historical origin of the Susak a. p. D

In accordance with what was discussed in the preceding section, we shall list
here (in their Common Slavic form) those o- and u-stem words that can be ad-
duced as the reflexes of the Proto-Slavic accentual paradigms c and d. The Susak
synchronic a. p. C is taken to be the regular reflex of the old a. p. ¢, while the
Susak synchronic a. p. C/D and D are taken to be the possible regular reflexes
of the supposed old a. p. d. Words for which all three Susak sources (or two
whenever there is no attestation in the case of the third one) agree on the accen-
tual paradigm'% are underlined.

a. p. C: *bogw, *borv, *broju, *dolv (?), *duxw, *édv, *gnojb, *goldv, *kumv, *lojb, *loks,

*medv, *mirv, *moze, *pirv,* *redv (?), *rodv, *smordv, *sormu, *straxwv, *svétv, *synw,

*wolkv, *zvons

a. p. D: *bergv, *bokw, *brodv, *brusw (?), *cépw, *domw, *golsv (?), *gordw, *xoldv,

*kljunv, *kvétv (?), *listv, *mexv (?), *moltv, *nosw, *plotv, *porxwv, *porze, *potv (?),

*protv, *rogv, *sadv, *snégwv, *tegn, *vorgs (), *vortv, *zidv, *zobv, *Zerbn

195 Shrager 2011 generally lists a number of standard-like forms such as the nom" in -ovi (e.g. plodovi,
rogovy: 216, 218), which are completely absent from my data (though see her comment on p. 213,
where she explicitly acknowledges the fact). She notes a diphthong yo in nom* forms like buok but
not in instr* like /iston (216, cf. her comment on p. 212 though, where she mentions a “closed 0”’), where
she also records -on (as in x/odon) and -iin (as in vrayiin, both 215). Both are rather suspicious. She
also lists a few forms that are definitely standard and not dialectal, cf. in this respect vrxa and /5 '¢’e
(a Russian notation of what should be /is¢e) (216). These are all very minor points, however, and of
no significance whatsoever for the question of the synchronic existence of a. p. D forms.

196 We take a. p. D in one and a. p. C/D in another source as agreement, because a. p. D very often
has variant C-forms. However, a. p. C in one and a. p. C/D in another source will not be considered
an agreement because C-forms can be part of both a. p. C and a. p. C/D.
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Of these, Nikolaev (2012: 171-173) in his recent reconstruction of Proto-Slavic
a. p. ¢ and a. p. d nouns,'”” adduces the following (those that match with the
Susak data are underlined):'%
a. p. ¢: *domw, *duxv, *goldvw, *golsv, *kumu, *medv, *mirv, *mozs, *rods, *sadv, *smordv,
*sorm, *svéty, *synv, *volks

a. p. d: *bergv, *bokvw, *borv, *brodv, *brusv, *cépv, *gordw, *xoldv, *kvétv, *lokv, *mexw
(also ¢), *moltw, *nosv, *plotv, *porxw, *potw, *redv, *rogy, *snégn, *vorgn, *zobn'"”

Though the match is not perfect, our Susak attestations seem to be in general
agreement with Nikolaev’s Proto-Slavic reconstructions.!!? In the case of the few
problematic and questionable reconstructions (*redws, *brusv, *golsw, *pots,
*vorgv), the data from Susak is simply not clear and there is not much to discuss
(our listing was provisional in the first place and either development, i.e., C —
D or D — C, can be easily envisaged). A certain amount of secondary transfers
is to be expected, as in the case of *sad» (*C — D) or *borw, *loks (*D — C).
Finally, let us try to compare the Susak data with Baltic and other Indo-European
languages to check whether the updated dataset confirms Illic-Svity¢’s hypoth-
esis (1963: 119, 1979: 103f.), according to which one should find a) Susak a. p.
D (or C/D) corresponding to Lithuanian a. p. 2 and Vedic, Greek and Germanic
barytona, and b) Susak a. p. C corresponding to Lithuanian a. p. 3/4 (Latvian ")
and Vedic, Greek and Germanic oxytona (or mobile stems). This is, obviously,
not ideal since one should first try to reconstruct the Proto-Slavic state of affairs
(cf. the just discussed attempts to do just that in Nikolaev 2012), but the recon-
struction of Slavic a. p. d from various possible attestations in different dialects
is outside of the scope of this paper. Let us then list all Susak o- and u-stems that
have secure cognates in either Baltic or Indo-European in general (most of the
Susak words do not):!!!

a.p.C
Susak Baltic'? Indo-European
expected C Lith. a. p. 3/4, Latv. " oxytona/mobile
*duxv C Lith. pl. daiisos (4)'3 Gmc *deyza-'"
*medw C Lith. medus (4)'" Ved. madhu, Gr. pé3v''

197 In the “classical” accentological model, those who do not operate with an a. p. d would reconstruct
an a. p. ¢ for the entirety of these words.

1% Those words that were considered to have a questionable attribution (marked with a question
mark in the lists above) are not underlined.

1 Nikolaev does not provide Proto-Slavic reconstructions for the following items: *bogs, *brojb,
*dolv, *édv, *gnojv, *lojb, *pire, *straxwv, *zvonws (a. p. C on Susak), and *kljuns, *liste, *porze,
*protuv, *tegv, *vorte, *zidv, *Zerbv (a. p. D on Susak).

119 He makes use of the Susak data from Shrager 2011 in his reconstruction attempts.

""" Some imperfect comparisons, such as */istu (Susak C/D — C(/D)) ~ Lith. laiskas (3/4) ‘letter’
(LKZ) and *redw (Susak C — D) ~ Lith. rinda (2, 4) ‘line, row’ (LKZ), Latv. rifida ‘line, row’, are
left out of consideration.
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Susak Baltic Indo-European
expected C Lith. a. p. 3/4, Latv. " oxytona/mobile
*mirv C Latv. miérs
*smordv c'” Latv. smards
*sVéty C — C(/D)!® Ved. svetd-'"?
*5yno C Lith. siinus (3) Ved. siinu-'%
*volko ™cC Lith. vilkas (4) [Ved. vika-, Gr. Adkog]'!
inconclusive:
*golsb | C& D' Lith. gafsas (4, 2)'% Gmc *kalza-'**
*méxs | c&cmp™ Lith. maisas (4)'2° Ved. mesa-'>’
counterexamples:
*hogv | c | Ved. bhdga-'*
a.p.D
Susak Baltic Indo-European
expected (C/)D Lith. a. p. 2 barytona
*cépo (CHD Gr. okoinog'?’
*domw C/D"° ndmas (2 — 4)'! Gr. 86u0¢'%2, Ved. dama-'3
*gorde C/D gaidas (2 — 4)"3 135

"2 The meaning of the Baltic words is given whenever it differs from what is attested for Slavic.

113 air, heaven’ (LKZ).

114 “wyild animal’ < ‘breathing creature’, Illi¢-Svitye 1979: 97, Orel 2003: 71. Cf. German Tier ‘animal’.
115 Tlig-Svity€ 1979: 48, 128.

!¢ Vedic ‘honey, mead’ (RV) and Greek ‘wine’ are obviously not oxytona but neuter u-stems in Vedic
and Greek can only be barytona (there are no examples with *-i). Nikolaev (2012: 49) considers
this reflex in Vedic/Greek as regular in a recessive (——) word (the neuter has no ending anyway and
suffixal *-u- is recessive, while Balto-Slavic *-u-s has a dominant *-s, which attracts the stress).

7 Attested only by HHG.

118 A single D-form appears here and only in the instr*¢ (stemming from the youngest informant), so
that it can safely be disregarded as innovatory.

19 ‘white’ (RV).
120 son’ (RV).

121 The word for ‘wolf” is a known case of the discrepancy between the Balto-Slavic data and the
rest of Indo-European (cf. Tllic-Svity¢ 1963: 40f., Illi¢-Svity¢ 1979: 33).

122 [f HHG has the older form here and the data from my informants is innovative, then this is another
case of the expected Susak a. p. C.

123 <sound’, LKZ.
124 <call’, Tli¢-Svity¢ 1979: 96, Orel: 209.

125 HHG perhaps attests the most archaic accentuation if from Proto-Slavic original a. p. ¢. In that
case, Shrager’s and my data possibly reflect an innovation. But cf. Nikolaev (2012: 80, 106—108),
who reconstructs both Proto-Slavic a. p. ¢ and d for this noun.

126 ‘hag, sack’, Illi¢-Svity¢ 1979: 30, 96.
127 ‘tam’ (RV).
128 <900d fortune’ (RV), cf. Illig-Svitye 1979: 101.
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Susak Baltic Indo-European
expected (C/)D Lith. a. p. 2 barytona
*105b C/D Gmc *nds-"3°
*rogo C/D Lith. ragas (2 — 4"’
*20bvb C/D Lith. Zambas (2 — 4)'%® Ved. jambha-'*°, Gr. yopgoc'*

inconclusive cases:

*brodv C & D' Lith. dial. brddas (2 — 4)'*
*snégn C & (C/)D'® Lith. sniégas (2 — 4)'*
*Vorgn C & C/D'™ Lith. vargas (2 — 4)'%
counterexamples:
*lokw C Lith. laiikas (2 — 4)'¥ Gmc *lanxa-'*
*togn® D Lith. tingus (3/4)'°

To summarize, we have seven old a. p. C stems in the Susak dataset (*duxv,
*medwv, *mirv, *smordvw, *svétv, *synwv, and perhaps *volks), which correspond
to an old mobile stress in their cognates in Baltic and Indo-European. There are

129 ‘wall-plate of a building’ (Hesychius), cf. Tlli¢-Svity¢ 1979: 101

130 Nikolaev (2012: 93f.), however, reconstructs a. p. ¢ for Slavic. The Susak C-form which he cites
(74) is not recorded by HHG nor does it appear in Shrager 2011.

B 11i¢-Svity€ 1979: 41f. (he proposes a different PIE etymology, however).
132 “house’.

133 “house’ (RV).

134 “pen (for animals)’, Illi¢-Svity¢ 1979: 102.

135 Ved. grhd- ‘house’ (RV) is not barytone but also has a different ablaut (and is thus irrelevant for
a direct comparison).

136 Orel 2003: 281.

7 T11ig-Svitye 1979: 102.

138 ‘edge, border’, Illi¢-Svitye 1979: 25, 99.
139 “tooth> (RV).

140 <polt’,

4 If HHG accidentally attested only a C-form from a potential Susak a. p. C/D pattern of this word,
this would not contradict the a. p. D pattern recorded in both Shrager’s and my own data.

142 <dirt, large net, fishermen’s association’, I1li¢-Svity¢ 1979: 123.

43 HHG perhaps accidentally adduces just C-variants.

144 T11ig-Svity¢ 1979: 102.

143 HHG, perhaps accidentally, adduces C-variants only, though note that D-forms are not numerous
in other two sources (they appear in instr*® only).

146 “hard life, poverty’ (LKZ).

7 11lig-Svity¢ 1979: 100.

148 <strap’ (cf. Old English [6h), 11li¢-Svity¢ 1979: 100, Orel: 236.

149 Dybo (1981: 25) reconstructs the adjective *fegn ‘heavy’ as originally belonging to the a. p. c.
The meaning of *f¢g» developed from ‘hard work’ via ‘hard work in the field’ to ‘field’ etc.

150 “lazy’, JTei60 1981: 25.
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two inconclusive items (*golsv, *mexwv) for which HHG agrees with the cognates
but the data from the other two sources do not. If HHG indeed records the ar-
chaic accentuation in these two instances, they may be counted with the first
seven. There is one important exception to the rule, though — *bogws is clearly a.
p. C in the Susak dialect, which does not correspond to the Vedic barytone. This
can be explained in a number of ways: for example, Slavic *bogw could be in-
fluenced by Iranian (if it is not in fact a loanword from that branch altogether),
as has sometimes been claimed, or, alternatively, attests to a later, secondary
shift from a. p. *D to a. p. C (depending on the data elsewhere in Slavic'*!). In
any case, one does expect some exceptions.

When it comes to Susak a. p. (C/)D, we find 6 direct correspondences (*cepw,
*domw, *gordwv, *nosw, *rogv, *zpbv) to Baltic and other Indo-European lan-
guages. However, there are an additional 3 items (*brodv, *snégw, *vorgs) for
which Shrager’s and my data point to a. p. (C/)D but HHG attests a. p. C only.
In such cases, it is highly probable, as already intimated, that HHG accidentally
attests C-forms only of what was actually an a. p. C/D pattern. Additionally there
are two counterexamples — Susak *lpkw is a. p. C, not a. p. D (as would be ex-
pected), and Susak *fegw is a. p. D, not a. p. C (as would be expected). These
two words, however, are not in fact clear-cut counterexamples given that */okv
is attested on Susak only in the collocation bozji litk ‘rainbow’ and that *7egs as
a noun (‘field, arable land’ etc.) is a secondary Slavic derivative and does not
directly correspond to the Lithuanian mobile u-adjective.

In any case, though adequate examples are few (which is hardly unexpected),
cumulatively it would seem that I1li¢-Svity¢’s claim that Susak preserves the old
accentual immobile/mobile opposition in o- and u-stems, otherwise lost in most
other Slavic systems, seems to be correct. Thus, it seems that the modern Susak
opposition of a. p. C and a. p. D (C/D) in o-stems is of Proto-Slavic, Proto-Balto-
Slavic and Proto-Indo-European origin and not a later innovation.

8 Conclusion

The main conclusions of this paper are:

a) the Susak dialect does not have a tone distinction;

b) the Susak dialect has a robust synchronic accentual paradigm D (C/D), as
opposed to synchronic a. p. C, a. p. B (with which it shares some character-
istics) and a. p. A;

15! In the Cakavian dialect of Sali on Dugi otok (in the data recorded by Elena Budovskaya and
verified by the native speaker and dialectologist Bozidar Finka — kindly provided by Sergei L. Ni-
kolaev), which also has a synchronic a. p. D, the word in question is also a. p. C (bgg — gen® boga).
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c) the opposition between a. p. C and a. p. (C/)D in old o- and u- monosyllabic
stems in the Susak dialect seems to be of Proto-Balto-Slavic and Proto-Indo-
European origin rather than an innovation.
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