Usporiadali
PhDr. Zbyn&k Holub, Ph.D., Mgr. Ing. Roman Sukac¢, Ph.D.

Recenzenti

Prof. RNDr. V}iclav Blazek, CSc.
PhDr. Ondiej Seftik, Ph.D.

ISBN
978-80-7248-773-8

Dialekty nebo mikrojazyky? ..........ccoocevverieneevicrseieiiececrieiesisesiecnaanns 1

A Balkanism in Central Europe? Realis vs. irrealis
in subordinate clauses in Prekmurje Slovene........c.cccocvvvninniincinennnnn 8
Marc L. Greenberg

Leopold Geitler's Contribution to Lithuanian dialectology:
el T Tl e QR 19
Danguole Mikuléniené

Kashubian as language and dialect in view of early
northern West S1avic 1SOZIOSSES .......civeeruerrieiieiieieeierere e 28
Tomasz Wisniewski

Obecné otazky dialektologie, metodologie a mezioborové

Zmeny v stavbe, vyvine a fungovani narecia v sucasnej
jazykovej situdcii (na priklade spi§ského ndredia) .........ccooveviiiiinncniennes 41
Gabriela Micskova

Sociolingvistické otazky nare¢ového vyskumu
itk Slreduom SIOVenSI. .. snmrmimimis s i s 56
Tomas Banik

Soucasny stav nafe¢i na jihovychodnim Plzefisku a pfipravovany

vyzkum mluvy mladeze v zdpadoCeském pohrani€i...........ccccevviennunne. 70
Jana Nova
Soucasny dialektologicky vYZKum ...........cccocvvniininiiniiieieins 78

Regionalni nafeéni slovnik a problémy jeho zpracovani
(namateriain 2 POGKERONORLY «uuiununsicnismosmssmmrsssssnstssssmseasisisin 79
Jarmila Bachmannovda




Slovnik slovenskych nére¢i a nare€ovy Korpus...........ccoceveereeeurecicneres 88
Katarina Ballekova

Selected issues from research on evaluative vocabulary

in local dialects (on the basis of The dictionary of the local dialect

of Zakopane and the area by Juliusz Zborowski)........c.cccvrveenesiiiiininns 94
Monika Butawa

K vécnévyznamovému zpracovani slovni zasoby v nafe¢nich
AU L F Rl cisesonns s 0 A A AR 106
Hana Goldrovd

The Lithuanian dialects nowadays: changes and their causes............... 116
Asta Leskauskaite
Mistni a pomistni jména z Ceského koutku v nafeéi a mimo néfeéi..... 124
Jarostaw Malicki

Dialectal and ethnographical regions of Lithuania: affinities and
(o1 15357 1= VRSOSSN PSPSS U S R 136
Violeta Meilitinaite

Jazykovézem&pisné aspekty mluvenych korpusii Ceského
NATOANIN0 KOTPUSWL.....oouiiiiiiiiiiiiiiciicee e 144

Martina Waclawicova

Specifické otazky dialektologie ...............cccooeiviiiiniencicercineene. 156

Nadnérodni jazykové atlasy a Ceska dialektologie...........coeoveeveeeeannnnnne 157

Martina Ireinova

Onymicky a dialektovy areal: paralelnost ¢i identi€nost?..................... 164
Stanislava Kloferovd

K né&kolika nafe¢nim pojmenovanim Zivo&ichil
v pomistnich Iméneeh. . conmmmmnnninaamrammsmismasss s 173
Hana Konecna

K jazykové situaci na pomezi ¢eského, polského a ptivodniho
pruského Slezska (na modelu tzv. prajzského nafeci v obci

SO IR s onsssns smsn A A SRS A B PSS A S S 182
Petra Neubertovd, Zbynék Holub

Sotak prosody reconsidered (Part one).........c.ccoevrrrerrenrerninnecieennns 192
Joseph Schallert
K. problematice nifednf terminologie .......usmsmmmmiiisississsssasiss 209

Jarmila Vojtova

IEPOHRIIL s v s ssh s AR AR PR T SRR RS 216
L e — 220
FRUC RO oy cssssiniominionsnss s s R R i rsssessss o s Somtinenes 222
ATEERY HMEONT +.. . ccoonsssisssnomassesmsbnsshisess imsssysessatssmrers s S haAs R opAT PR 243




Uvod

ViéZeni ¢tenafi, vaZend kolegyné, vaZeni kolegové,

soubor stati, ktery otvirate, charakterizuje mnohé rysy soucasné
dialektologie slovanskych jazyku.

Vidéno thlem geografickym — lze zjistit, Ze dialekty slovanskych
jazykl — jako jeden ze zdrojii poznani a pochopenti stavu souc¢asného — zajimaji
stdle nejen Slovany samy, ale Ze zlstdvaji stfedem zdjmu mnohych slavisti
zahrani¢nich, dokonce i mimoevropskych.

Vidéno pohledem dialektografickym — ukazuje se, Ze i po vydani
obdivuhodného souborného dila o dialektech Gedtiny, po vydani Ceského
jazykového atlasu, zistdva mnohé, co je potfeba zaznamenat, popsat
a vyhodnotit. Zasvécenym je patrné zbyte¢né zdiraziiovat, Ze dialekt je Zivy,
byt se to zdd v dob& masivni globalizace téméf vSech tirovni spoletenského
zivota téméf neuvéfitelné. Dialekt je soucdsti Zivota, je casto dokonce
podminkou Zivota tam, kde jsou jiné sociokulturni determinanty, ty, jez posiluji
védomi identity ¢lovéka, oslabené.

Vidéno thlem badatelskym — je zfejmé, Ze na rozdil od generaci
pfedchozich ma dialektolog k dispozici mnohem spolehlivéjsi, obséhlejsi,
variabiln&j§i technické prostfedky jak pro snimdni vychoziho textového
(Iépe — fefového) materialu, tak pro jeho zpracovani. Elektronicky zplisob
zachovani dat umoZni kvantitativni charakteristiky zdokonalovat a zpfesfiovat
do stupné, o némz nebylo jeté vnedavné minulosti viibbec moZné uvaZovat,
kvalitativni metody tak mohou byt ve svych vychodiscich vydatné posileny.

Ukazuje se, Ze komplexni analyza feovych projevil je jednou z cest,
kterou se snad moderni dialektologie miize vydat. Re¢ je prostfedim k myslen,
prostiedim pro Zivot. Zdd se, Zze je nutné zabyvat se nejen tim, za jakych
podminek a do jaké miry se struktura dialektu a jeho vyrazové formy
uchovévaji ¢i neuchovavaji, ale zejména tim, jak dialektové vyrazové postupy
a prostfedky vristaji do proménlivych utvari tvoficich pasmo mezi dialekty
¢i interdialekty a spisovnym jazykem, jak se chovaji kcizim vliviim,
jak se pfizplisobuji novym komunikaénim narokiim.

Eva Hiflerovd

Dialekty nebo mikrojazyky?




A Balkanism in Central Europe? Realis vs. irrealis in subordinate
clauses in Prekmurje Slovene

Mare L. Greenberg

Abstract

The paper examines the distinction between realis- and irrealis-marking
complementizers (ka vs. da) in the Prekmurje (Pannonian) dialect of Slovene and
compares the phenomenon to the same distinction observed in Balkan Sprachbund
languages (Albanian, Bulgarian, Modern Greek, Macedonian, Romani, Romanian).
Though the phenomenon is indeed synchronically parallel, historically the distinction
in Prekmurje arose as a result of retentions on the periphery (partially shared with the
Carinthian dialects) and not as a result of (erstwhile) contact with languages
of the Balkan Sprachbund.

Keywords _ . .
subordination, complementizers, complementation, dialectology, Slovenia,

Slovene language, Balkan languages, Indo-European languages, language contact

Ammann and van der Auwera (2004: 300) claim for South-East European
languages two language types, whereby languages in group A distinguish
complementizers for realis/irrealis and languages in group B make no such
distinction. Group A includes Modern Greek (dti/na), Albanian (se~qé/té),
Macedonian (deka~oti/da), Bulgarian (ce~deto/da), Balkan Romani (kaj/te),
Romanian (cd/sé), Southern Italian dialects (ka/ke~ku~mu); Group B includes
BCS (da), Slovene (da), and French (que):

Group A

(la)  Znam, &e idva. ([Bg] Scatton 1984: 379)
know-1-SG COMP/FACTUAL come-3-SG-IMPF
‘I know that s/he is coming.’
(1b)  Iskam da dojda ([Bg] Scatton 1984: 378)
want-1-SG COMP/POTENTIAL come-3-SG-PF
‘I want to come.’
(2a)  El spune cd citeste o carte. ([Ro] Noonan 1985: 52)
he say-3SG-PRES COMP/FACTUAL read-3-SG-INDIC a book
‘He says that he is reading a book.’
(2b)  El vrea sd citescd o carte. ([Ro] Noonan 1985: 52)
he wants COMP/POTENTIAL read-3-SG-SUBJUNCT a book
‘He wants to read a book.’

(3a)  Timendon, se ka shkuar kot téré ajo puné qé éshté béré kétu?
([Albanian] Newmark et al. 1982: 305)
You think-2-SG-PRES-IND COMP/FACTUAL go-PCPL futile all this work
COMP/FACTUAL aux-3-sg do-PCPL here
‘Do you that all of the work that has been done her was in vain?’

(3b)  Leksi deshi té pérgigjej, po s pati kohé.
([Albanian] Newmark et al. 1982: 82)
Alex wish-AOR COMP/POTENTIAL reply-SUBJUNCT but not have-AOR
time
‘Alex wanted to reply, but did not have time.’

Group B

(4a)  Kaze da Cita knjigu. (BCS)
say-3-SG COMP read-SG-PRES-IND book-ACC
‘S/he says s/he is reading a book.’

(4b)  Zeli da cita knjigu. (BCS)
wish-3-SG COMP read-SG-PRES-IND book-ACC
‘S/he wants to read a book.’

(d4a)  Pravi, da bere knjigo. (SS)
say-3-SG COMP read-SG-PRES-IND book-ACC
‘S/he says s‘he is reading a book.’

(4b)  Zeli, da bi brala knjigo. (SS)
wish-3-8G COMP COND read-PCPL-F-SG book-ACC
‘S/he wants to read a book.’

In the Prekmurje dialect of Slovene (PKM, see Figure 1), however, the
situation is more complex. On the surface, it would seem that PKM matches
with BCS and Standard Slovene if one takes an isolated example from Pavel’s
unpublished grammar of Slovene (1942), as in examples Sa—c:

(5a)  DoSao sam kod tebe da ti pomognem (BCS)

(5b)  PriSel sem k tebi, da bi ti pomagal. (SS)

(5¢)  Priso szam k tebi, da bi ti pomdgo. (Standard PKM: VN §423)
came-M-SG AUX-1-SG to you-DAT-SG COMP COND you-DAT-SG
help-MASC-SG

‘I came to you so that I can help you.’

The situation is not so clear-cut. ¥ in fact allows two possibilities for
the choice of COMP, da ~ ka, in cases such as (6) and (8), the less preferred




variant (following Pavel’s indications) appearing in parentheses, whereas
Standard Slovene (7), (9) permits only da:
(6) Zavészt, da (~ka) szkore ozdravi, ga je neszkoncsno razveszelila.
(VN §437)
awareness-N-SG-F COMP soon recover-3SG-PF him-ACC AUX-3SG to-no-

end-ADV pleased-F-SG
“The notion that he would soon recover pleased him to no end.”

(7 Zavest, da bo kmalu ozdravel, ga je neskoncno razveselila. (SS)
“The notion that he would soon recover pleased him to no end.’

(8) Pravo mi je, ka (~da) mi zavszema zaviipa. (VN §436)
Said-M-SG me-DAT AUX-3SG COMP me-DAT fully-ADV trust-3SG-IMPF
‘He told me that he completely trusts me.’

€)] Rekel mi je, da mi popolnoma zaupa. (SS).
‘He told me that he completely trusts me.’

Figure 1. Map of Slovene with Prekmurje in the north-east

Pavel points out that in cases such as (1) the variants ka or ka bi would be
incorrect, as intentionality cannot be signaled with ka, only with da (§445)" and
that da is used more restricted instances where the proposition is potential
(‘teljesiilhets’) rather than asserted (‘valédi’), which we will refer to in the
continuation with the labels irrealis and realis, respectively. The option of using
one or the other complementizer is possible in cases such as (6) and (7) where,
according to Pavel, the main clause contains a verb expressing an emotion,
though da is in this case preferred: Trno me veszeli, da (~ka) szi zse pd zdrav
‘] am very pleased that you are healthy once again’ (§444). In (8), however, ka

1 The point is evidently normative. Compare example (8).
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is preferred over da in assertions, i.e., where the main clause does not contain a
modal verb. It follows therefore that in contrast to Standard Slovene, which
lacks this option, not only does the FN standard language possess more than one
complementizer, but that da is marked for irrealis, as in the South-Eastern
European languages adduced by Ammann and van der Auwera.

Pavel’s rules are at odds with the MVRS spoken dialect of today, where the
modal da is rarely, if ever, encountered in everyday speech.’ It might be
surmised that the form was borrowed from Standard Slovene for the purpose of
standardization and never entered the spoken language. If this is the case, then
the borrowing entered the written tradition long before FN. For example, it is
found in Franc Temlin’s Mali Katechismus of 1715 (Temlin [1986]: 13):
Szpomenifze cslovecse, da den fzobotni prefzvetis ‘Remember, man, that you
must sanctify the Sabbath day’; and Stevan Kiizmi&’s Vore krsztsinszke krdtki
navuk of 1754: pomdgajmo, da fze vfza nyegova obdr'zijo ‘let us help so that all
his (...) may be sustained’ (quoted in Novak 2007: s.v.). It might be surmised
that da could have been re-borrowed by Pavel from central Slovene dialects
through the intermediary of the contemporary Slovene standard language, with
which Pavel was thoroughly familiar. If this is the case, it would mean that
Pavel invented a model for the distribution of da vs. ka, a distinction that is not
available in either the central dialects or the Slovene standard language. While
this is possible, it does go against Pavel’s prevailing practice of basing his
normative grammar on actual spoken usage of his day while removing narrowly
local variation.

Once we look at speech collected around the end of the nineteenth and the
beginning of the twentieth century, however, we in fact find the variation in
speech that is reflected in V. Thus in Pavel’s Cankova tales (1917, 1918), we
discover on the very first page an example in which da may occur according to
VN after a verb of potential (irrealis) proposition:

(10)  dddnovomi sta si sd zalitbila, ka ddéin ovoga nigddr ni pov Zita.F°F
(165-166)
one-another-DAT-SG-M AUX-25G self-DAT promise-PAST-DU COMP REFL
one another-ACC-SG never not spurn-3DU-PF

“They promised each other that they would never spurn one another.’

2 1 base the observation on my own field notes and am grateful for confirmation of
this point by a native speaker from the area, Mojca Horvat (ZRC SAZU), as well as
an anonymous reviewer and his/her named informant Tadeja Hercog, born 1980,
from Cankova, Pavel’s native village. Logically, the lack of the distinction today
cannot demonstrate its earlier non-existence.

3 The stress markings from Pavel’s transcription are to be read as follows: the grave
sign over a vowel designates a short-stressed vowel, the acute sign a long-stressed
vowel. For typographical reasons (and because they are irrelevant to the present
discussion) some details of the transcription are left out, such as the reduction of
unstressed 7, marked by a dot placed under the letter.

1.1




Conceivably, here ka might be contrasted with temporal da (see below),
which occurs in the next sentence of the narrative: Da jd pojibdr ddandvaisdti
1éit star grdto, mogo jd iti na §télingo (166-167) “When the boy became twenty-
one years old, he had to go for his military service.” A similar effect of
triggering the less expected possibility may be seen in example (11), where the
dependent clause can be seen as a factual instantiation framed by a (negative)
hypothetical proposition. Alternatively, the hypothetical antecedent may trigger
a temporal reading, just as it does in English, which admits either when or that:
(11)  Ka bi nébi bity Zalostdn — pravi srmdk — da san toy déjtdcd oudo! _—

1
How NEG-COND was-M-SG sad-M-SG say-3SG-IMPF wretch-NOM-SG
COMP AUX-18G this-ACC-SG-N baby-ACC-8G-N sold-M-8G

‘How would I not be sad,” said the wretch, ‘when/that I have sold this
baby!”’
Prekmurje grammar and Slovene/BCS contrast in that Prekmurje Slovene

uses the complementizer da with the meaning ‘when’, as illustrated in (12),
which normally is rendered in Standard Slovene with ko (13).

(12)  Te pridi, da mo te zvdli. (VN §439)
then/at-that-time come-IMP-28G COMP fut-AUX-1PL you-ACC call-M-PL
‘Come when we call you.’

(13)  Pridi takrat, ko te bomo poklicali. (SS)
come-IMP-2SG then/at-that-time COMP you-ACC fut-AUX-1PL call-1PL

‘Come when we call you.’

The temporal da is etymologically distinct from the modal da, the
former being a reduction of gda < *kwvda, as seen in 18™ century PKM (14a-b):

(14a) Vzemi me, gda fze ti vidi fztoga [zvejta. (KS 1754: 256)
take-IMP-SG when REFL you-DAT seem-3-SG-PRES from this-GEN-SG
world-GEN-8G
‘Take me from this world when you see fit.”

(14b)  Neznamo gda merjémo. (SS 1796: 91)
not-know-1-PL-PRES-MPF when die-1-PL-PRES-IMPF
“We don’t know when we are to die.’

The modal da comes from a lative particle originating in
a demonstrative pronoun (< IE *doh;) (Kopetny et al 1980: 148-149; Snoj
2003: 94); the temporal da is connected with the particle from which temporal
adverbs have been built, e.g., OCS suda ‘now’, BCS sada ‘now” (Kopetny et al
1980: 149-151, 623-624; Snoj 2003: 643), presumably < IE d'oH, cf. OHG db,

OE bPg ‘then’.
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To get a sense of the distribution of the use of da and ka in its three
functions, temporal (‘when’), irrealis, and realis, a small collection of
transcribed tales published by Pavel (1917, 1918) were scanned, yielding 118
total instantiations of subordinate clauses introduced by one or the other of the
two complementizers (others, such as the optative naj and temporal ar ‘up until’
were ignored—these accounted for just a few tokens). The results
are summarized in Figure 3. It may be the case that this distribution represents
a usage that was in place at the beginning of the twentieth century, but that has
now become obsolete, though the point remains to be verified. As mentioned
above, the distribution appears to have shifted a century later to temporal da,
with ka introducing non-temporal subordinate clauses. The results adduced here
would thus demonstrate a tendency towards these absolute targets, where 84.9%
of the temporal readings are rendered with da, and 96.6% of the realis readings
are rendered with ka. Irrealis readings are almost evenly split, with da used
for 44.4% and ka for 55.5%. As can be seen in Figure 3, the functions of each
are distributed in inverse proportion, with the likelihood of da being temporal >
irrealis > realis and ka being realis > irrealis > temporal. Of the two, da is
marked, occurring in roughly a third of all instances and ka occuring in the
remaining two thirds.

Figure 2. Distribution of da, ka in Pavel 1917, 1918 (n=118)

da ka
number of as % as % as % of | number as% of as % as % of
da tokens ofda of da function | of ka ka of ka function
+ka tokens + da
temporal 28 66.6 237 84.9% 5 6.6% 42% 151%
% %
irrealis 12 28.6 10.2 44.4% 15 19.7% 1217 B55%
% % %
realis 2 48% 1.7% 3.4% 56 T73.7% 475  96.6%
%
Total 42 100.0 35.6 76 100.0 64.4
% % % %
13




Towards an explanation

The situation elaborated for PKM should not surprise us, as it is clear from
the wider Slavic context that the particle da started out its life as a marker of
optative propositions, as in ex. (15):

(15)  wedite i molite s¢ da ne vonidete vo napaste
“Watch and pray that you may not enter into temptation.”

It is generally assumed that in BCS and Slovene da spread from potential to
assertive (indicative) propositions as its modal semantics weakened (Grickat
1975: 73-78). It is thought that the spread progressed from west to east, a
process that Grickat terms a ‘Balkanism in regression’ (ibid.: 74), presumably
on the basis of the attestations of this usage in the early eleventh century
Freising Folia, as in ex. (16):

(16)  Tose uueruiu u Bog uzemogoki, i u iega Zin, i u Zuueti Duh, da ta tri
imena <sunt> edin Bog ... (FF III)

‘I also believe in God almighty and his Son and in the Holy Ghost that
these three names are one God ...’

On the other hand, the complementizer kg originates in a lative or
instrumental pronominal form TE *k"eh, , cognate with Latin gua ‘in what
manner’ (Snoj 1996: 190-191; Sihler 1995: 268).* Indeed, the sense ‘in what
manner’ is included in the semantic range of Prekmurje pronominal kd. The
form is attested with various semantic developments, as in exx. (17) and (18):

(17)  ka ta idziesz ([Polish dialect] Kopecny 1980: 325)
‘where are you going’,

(18)  ka smo to ¢uli, taka go kazvame ([Bg] Kopetny 1980: 325)
‘as we heard it, so we tell it’.

It is moreover presumed to be the basis for the formation of the Slovene and
Kajkavian pronoun kaj ‘what® < *ka-jb (Snoj 1996). The relic form ko, glossed
as ‘what’, is also found in Carinthian Slovene fossilized phrases (19):

(19) Ko pa ié? Ko pa b(? Ko pa sa rékli? (Zdove 1972: 109)F ?

‘What is it?/What’s the matter?’, “What will happen?’, “‘So what did
they say?’
which have direct correlates in Prekmurje, cf.

4 As Sihler points out, it is impossible to determine whether Lat. gud (and,
consequently, Slavic *&d) continue the IE instrumental or ablative, as both have the
same reflex in the desinence (loc. cit.).

5 The peculiarities of Zdovc’s transcription are preserved here.
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(20)  ka ge? (Muki€ 2005: 143)
“What is it?/What’s the matter?’

However, in contrast to Carinthian, in Prekmurje Slovene (stressed)
pronominal ka is the normal form for ‘what’. There is good reason to think that
this is the identical form in both Carinthian and Prekmurje Sloven. As I have
pointed out in Greenberg 2000, rounded *a was preserved longer in Carinthian
and Pannonian dialects of Slovene, at least until post jer-fall, as these two areas
failed to merge strong jers with the reflect of *a: °

Figure 3. Carinthian, Pannonian vs. Standard (Central) jer reflexes

Common Slavic  Carinthian Pannonian Standard
Slovene

*donb den den dan

*maks mak mak mak

Synthesis and conclusion

Common Slavic inheritance

e Subordination with participles (dative absolute, etc.)
e Competition with subordination strategies with complementizers, some
innovative *2e ‘focus, relativizing’, *da ‘optative’, *kwvda ‘temporal’,
*kwde ‘locative’...
Early Slovene, Kajkavian

e Reinterpretation of lative *ka ‘whither’ — ‘what-NoM/ACC’

Early Northeastern Slovene (Carinthian, Pannonian)

e Reinterpretation of construction transitive — pseudo-intransitive

6 This interpretation differs from Zdove’s (loc. cit.), who assumes that the form is
derived from an earlier *kd, though points out that this instance of final stressed -0
is unique (31). The development becomes understandable if one assumes that the
form derives from *kd and that labialized *@ was inherited rather than innovative
(Greenberg 2000: 113).
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*Vidimo (Vid'9?) ka délajesi, *Vidimo (Vid 9?), ka delajesi.

see-1-SG-PRES what-ACC do-2- — see-1-SG COMP do-2-SG-PRES
SG-PRES

I see what you are doing.
working

I see that you are doing (something), i.e., -

South Slavic

o Reinterpretation of da-clauses from optative —  general
subordination/complementation

e Spread of da-clause innovation fails to affect NE Slovene, which had
already developed general subordination

Prekmurje Slovene with respect to complex constructions belongs to
a type that is divergent from Slovene and BCS, but also includes complexities
that have been attributed to the Balkan Sprachbund. The claim here is of course
not that Prekmurje belongs to the Balkan Sprachbund, but that it both reflects an
earlier stage of the spread of da from irrealis to realis that otherwise is reflected
in Slovene and BCS as well as had its own particular development
of a contrast between temporal da and realis ka. It is thus a divergent type that is
worth including in the typology of Slavic subordination. In historical
perspective, Prekmurje Slovene shows us a peripheral case that indicates
complexities that have disappeared in the more innovative center.

Abbreviations

ACC = accusative; AUX = auxiliary verb; Bg = Bulgarian, COMP =
complementizer; COND = conditional; DAT = dative; dial. = dialect; F =
feminine; FF = Freising Folia = Bernik et al. 1993; FUT = future; IMP =
imperative; IMPF = imperfective; M = masculine; N = neuter; OCS = Old Church
Slavic (quoted from Blagova et al. 1994); PF = perfective; PKM = Prekmurje
Slovene (Prekmurje Slovene); PL = plural; Po = Polish; Ro = Romanian; SG =
singular; REFL = reflexive; SS = Standard Slovene; VN = Vend nyelvtan = Pavel
1942
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Leopold Geitler's Contribution to Lithuanian dialectology:
geolinguistic aspect

Danguolé Mikuléniené

Abstract

The article reviews the research into the Lithuanian language by the Czech linguist
Leopold Geitler. His 1873 trip to the area of the Lithuanian language, which was under
Imperial Russia at the time is dealt with. Judging by a reconstructed itinerary Geitler
was most of all interested in the border of the two main dialects of the Lithuanian
language, the Aukstaitian and Zemaitian. From the present point of view, Geitler was
interested in those Aukstaitian dialects that were most removed from the Lithuanian
dialects of Eastern Prussia and written Lithuanian of that time. Therefore, in Lithuanian
linguistics he is first of all mentioned as a researcher into the Lithuanian dialects.

Keywords
geolinguistics, Lithuanian dialectology, Leopold Geitler, Lithuanian dialects.

0. Leopold Geitler (1847-1885) is little known in the history of Lithuanian
linguistics. In Lithuanian encyclopaedias (LKE 184, VLE 491) he is introduced
as a Czech linguist of the second half of the nineteenth century, who visited
Lithuania and published texts in the dialects of Endriejavas, Zarasai, Siauliai,
and PanevéZys surroundings. He also published excerpts from the first
Lithuanian book and was the first to publish the poem ‘Anykséiy Silelis’ (The
Grove of Anyks§ciai) by the poet Antanas Baranauskas (Geitler 1875). This
especially deserves attention as the publication appeared at the time of the ban
of Lithuanian press in the Latin letters in the area under Russia’s jurisdiction
(1864-1904) (for more see Zinkevidius 1990: 64-109, 1996: 259-262, Palionis
1995: 224-226, Dini 2000: 344-347).

Although Geitler wrote a work on dialectology (Geitler 1884; 1885%), while
evaluating Geitler’s contribution to Lithuanian linguistics the commonly
accepted opinion is that because of the mistakes and inaccuracies and a
mechanical link of facts of the Lithuanian language to the history of the Slav
languages ‘today this work does not have any greater value’ (Sabaliauskas
1979: 145). This evaluation may be too categorical and should be applied first
and foremost to the first attempts in Lithuanian phonology (Geitler 1873).

What is the real situation? Research carried out by contemporary
geolinguistic methods enables us to make Geitler’s contribution and importance
to the history of Lithuanian linguistics, first of all, dialectology, more accurate.

1. Geitler’s research into the Lithuanian language coincided with interest in
the Lithuanian dialects, which grew in the second half of the nineteenth century.
The appearance of grammars by August Schleicher (Schleicher 1856) and
Fridrich Kur¥aitis (Kurschat 1876) can be considered the beginning of a more
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