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The Prehistory and Areal Distribution of
Slavic *gwlceti ‘Speak’

Razprava podrobno obravnava zemljepisno razvrstitev in pomenski razvoj leksema *gwlcéti v
juznoslovanskih narecjih, tj. na podro¢jih z migracijsko poselitvijo. Zastavlja tudi vprasanje o
prvotni povezavi med jezikovnimi skupnostmi, v katerih se je leksem razvil v glavni izraz za pojem
‘govoriti’, in sicer v juznoslovanskem pa tudi v SirSem slovanskem kontekstu. Posebna pozornost
se posveca bolgarséini in vzhodni slovens¢ini, ki izpricujeta ta razvoj.

The paper examines in some detail the diatopic distribution and semantic development of *gwlceti
in South Slavic, i.e., the Slavic dialect areas settled by migration, and raises the question of the
nature of the relationship among those dialects that have developed *gw/ééti as the primary neutral
verb meaning ‘speak’ both in its South Slavic and broader Slavic contexts. Special attention is
given to Bulgarian and Eastern Slovene dialects, which share this development.

0. Introduction

The student of the Slavic languages whose purview extends only to the standard
languages and canonical Old Church Slavic might suspect that a small number of lex-
emes expresses the notion ‘speak’. S/he might presume that the putatively original Proto-
Slavic word, attested by OCS glagolati, was, at an early stage following the beginning
of literacy, replaced' by a relatively small number of lexemes, e.g., BCS govoriti, Be
easapviysb, Bg cosops, Ru cosopums, Sk hovorit’, Sn govoriti; Cz mluvit, Po mowié¢, Uk
mosumu; Ma s36opysa; LS rjac, US récec. This ostensible simplicity disappears when one
confronts the dialect variation, which reveals a highly variegated and dynamic picture. To
give just a thumbnail sketch, in his survey of the Indo-European lexemes expressing this
meaning, Buck (1915a, 1915b) noted 75 developments, of which 22 are found in Slavic
languages, and the list of which could be extended further.

Among those lexemes for ‘speak’ that occur only in the dialects is PS *guwlceéti, a
verb whose meaning was originally ‘make sound/noise’, as is evidenced by older attesta-
tions, e.g., OCS gvlkw, -a ‘hluk, mrym, Larm, tumultus’ (SJS 1/8: 405); OCz hlucéti, -u,
-1 ‘hluceti, kticeti, schallen, larmen, schreien, rufen’, hluk , -a ‘hfmot, kiik, prudkost,
nepokoj, Larm, Geschrei, Unruhe, Ungestiim’ (Gebauer 1970: 431, 432); ORu evruamu,

'Tt has not, however, completely disappeared. It is attested in Cakavian dialects, e.g., on Dugi
otok: glagolati ‘razgovarati’ (Sali, Piasevoli 1993: s.v.); and on Vis: glagoljdt ‘govoriti narod-
nim jezikom (spram talijanskom u svakodnevnom i spram latinskom u crkvenom govoru)’ (Roki
1997: 122-123). These usages may exemplify reintroductions from Church language into everyday
speech.
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2vayy ‘KpU9aTth’, evayanue ‘IIyMb, KPUKD’, ebika ‘TIIyMb, MATEXb (CpesHeBcKHi
1893: 611). The verb shifted to the meaning ‘speak’ in a subset of Slavic dialects,
currently attested in three disparate regions of Slavic—northern and central Russian
dialects and, in the South Slavic area, Bulgarian and Slovene dialects, a semantic
shift that is paralleled in a number of cases both at the Indo-European and Slavic lev-
els. The lexeme is lacking altogether in the BCS standard languages, notwithstand-
ing similar-sounding verbs gicati, -¢im ‘say the sound “gu”, babble’, gukati, guce
‘co0’ (< *gouk-, cf. Ru dial. eyuams, Sk hucat’; Ru eyxamw, Sk hikat’), and all but
marginally in the dialects associated with them. With regard to Russian dialects, the
verb eoruames means ‘ToBoputh’ in northern Russian dialects north of Moscow from
Novgorod to Kostroma to Vladimir; coruums has the same meaning in a wider band
running from north to south in a crescent-shaped area around Moscow from Vologda
to Voronezh; in virtually all of these areas both forms also mean ‘kpudaars’ (OCCAH 7:
190; Jans I: 366; see Map 1).

Material for the words that are of interest to us here have not been collected
systematically for the Slovenski lingvisticni atlas (Vera Smole, p.c.), currently in
preparation. This is not surprising, given that govoriti is generalized for most of the
Slovene territory and the areal of *gwlcéti has long been known to be associated (ex-
clusively?) with the Pannonian Slovene dialect.

Perhaps for the reason just mentioned there is no discussion of the lexeme in
isolexical studies that include the Slovene territory prominently (e.g., Neweklowsky
1987, Kypkuna 1992). The word is mentioned in passing in Tolstoj’s lexical analysis
of the South Slavic area in support of a view that South Slavic may be divided into
peripheral and central zones, with Slovene and Bulgarian lying towards the periph-
eries, contrasting with the Western vs. Eastern division going back to Kopitar and
Miklosich. A partial listing of Tolstoj’s lexical items is given in Table 1, where PS
forms are given in place of the author’s modern forms (1974 [1997]: 234-235). The
central vs. peripheral division of South Slavic goes back to the work of ethnogra-
phers (Gavazzi 1936, Bratani¢ 1951) studying types of plows and their nomenclature
among the South Slavs (a thorough discussion of the topic, with references, is found
in Sivic-Dular 1987). We agree with Bezlaj’s view that “[r]aba pluga in rala je bila
odvisna od mnogih faktorjev in zelo dvomljivo je, da bi bilo danasnje stanje v celoti
podedovano” (Bezlaj 1955: 1). Bezlaj’s take on the matter is sensible in light of the
fact that the innovations in technology and their reflection in the lexicon constitute
a problem to be considered at the Indo-European and not the Proto-Slavic level (see
Puhvel 1964). Nor do we endorse a view of prehistory that views material culture,
language and ethnicity as isomorphic. Nevertheless, it is worth noting that the lexeme
under study in this paper fits into a pattern of correspondences linking all or part of
Slovene with all or part of Bulgarian/Macedonian.? At the same time, even a casual

2 These have become (nearly) homophonous in most BCS dialects because of the merger
of PS *u and */.

3 Note also Bezlaj’s pertinent remarks on Slovene-Bulgarian isolexical correspondences
and the better reliability of lexical than phonological evidence for discerning the heterogeneity
of South Slavic settlement (Bezlaj 1955: 2; 1967, in particular p. 10).
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Map 1. I'onuamuv/2onuums ‘ropoputs’ in Russian (by oblast’)

OnoHey

Bonoraa

Hosropoa

o
- Kocrpoma

fApocnaene

Bnagumup . Fopsinin

| "W
Teepe

‘ PasaHb
Tyna
. ronuars ‘rosoputs'
Bopoxex
- \
/
f

. ronuuTL 'roBopuTs’

\

glance at the equivalences in Table 1 demonstrate that there are no clear-cut lexical
boundaries that would separate a central from peripheral zones. Rather, the corre-
spondences are of a statistical and relative nature.

The present paper examines the areal distribution of the innovation in South
Slavic in some detail and attempts to give a plausible theory of the development of
the lexeme within Slavic with the hope that the discussion will contribute to a more
detailed understanding of the dialect differentiation of the Slavic speech territory.
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Table 1
Central Peripheral meaning
*kys a *dvzd v ‘rain’
*prave *desnv ‘right, dexter’
*znojo *potv ‘sweat’
*Cadv ~ *cad’v *sad’a ‘soot’
*vatra *ogn v “fire’
*lubenica *dyn’a ‘melon’
*rucati *obédati ‘cat the main meal’
*ourati *poxati ‘push’
*govoriti *gvlceti ‘speak’

The root *gw»lk- evidently may be grouped with other Slavic verbal bases which
are, according to Vaillant ‘d’origine expressive’ (1966: 395-396), and end in k ~ ¢,
a subset of which have meanings relating to sound phenomena and are imitative of
them, e.g., PS *breceti (IP), *brekng/yti (P) ‘make sound, strum’ (OCS brecati, Ru
bpsiuamv/6penuams, Opsxryms/openxnyms); PS *kriceti (IP);*krikno/yti (P) ‘scream’
(Ru kpuuame, kpuxnyme; Sn kricati, krikniti); PS *kviceti (IP), *kvikno/yti (P) ‘make
shrill sounds’ (Po kwiczed, kwiknqé; Sn cvicati, cvikniti); PS*verceti (IP), *verkno/yti
(P) ‘growl’ (Po warczeé, warkngé; Sn vréati). Some of these words were formed at
least as early as the Balto-Slavic stage, e.g., Li brinketeréti ‘clink, jangle’ (with “mo-
mentive” suffix, see Stang 1942: 168), krpk(s)ti ‘scream’, kvykti ‘squeal’, verkti ‘cry’
(Vaillant: loc. cit.), formed with the extension -k-, e.g., *brek- is related to a simplex
form attested in Sn brunéti ‘buzz’, Po brzmieé¢, Bg 6pwvmua, related to Ve bhramara-
‘bee’, La fremere ‘make noise, buzz’ (< PIE *b"(e)rem-) (see Snoj 2003 s.v. brnéti).
Likewise, PS *g»lk- may be analyzed as *gw/-k-, whereby the first element goes back
to a PIE onomatopoeic root, either *gal- (Pokorny 1959: 350) or *g’el- (428). The
latter appears to be the better fit insofar as apophonic variants are attested, cf. OHG
gellan ‘scream’, nahti-gala ‘nightingale’, En yell, nightingale, and the Baltic and
Slavic correspondences both point to reduced grade, BS *GLK- > La gulkstét “yell’,
Bg envua.

Whatever the PIE provenience, of particular interest to the internal history of
Slavic is the semantic shift of *gw»lk- from ‘yell, make noise’ to ‘speak’. The se-
mantic development from ‘make (a) noise’ to ‘speak’ is a common one, for which
Buck lists some twenty-two cases attested in Indo-European languages alone, e.g.,
PIE *(s)preg- ‘crackle’ > Li spragéti ‘crackle’, Sn praziti ‘fry’ vs. OHG sprahhan,
OEn sp(r)ecan, Al shpreh ‘1 express’ (Buck 1915a: 9); PIE *g“eu- ‘make noise’ > Gk
Pon ‘ashout’, Ve joguve ‘shout’, Li gaiisti ‘make noise’, OCS 2o60ps ‘tumult’ vs. Ru
2osop ‘speech’ (ibid.: 10; DCCA 7: 75-76). The evidently universal nature of the de-
velopment makes it difficult to decide whether the developments in the three distinct
areas of Slavic go back to a single innovation or evidence parallel innovations. The
matter must be decided on circumstantial evidence and the solution can only be of a
probabilistic nature.
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The semantic shift can be more easily understood when the formally parallel,
but semantically antonymical roots BS *MLK- (< PIE *m(e)lhk-) and *GLK- (<
*g(e)lk-) are contrasted, cf. StSn molcati, moléi ‘ne govoriti® (SSKJ); Ru monuame,
monyum; Bg mwvaua < *mulcéti, *mvlci-.

Table 2
. progress of
context meaning semantic shifts
*MLK- *GLK-
1. sound/perception silence noise
2. human activity being quiet making noise
3. modal keeping one’s mouth gossiping
shut
4. speech remaining silent speaking

1. Western South Slavic*

The Western South Slavic standard languages (Slovene, Bosnian, Croatian, Serbian)
operate with a highly similar repertoire of verba dicendi, the neutral imperfective
verb expressing the notion ‘speak, be able to speak’ usually being Sn govoriti, BCS
govoriti, while zboriti is favored in Montenegrin. Transactional imperfectives are de-
rived from the same base, Sn pogovdrjati se, pogovirjam se ‘converse’; BCS razgov-
arati, razgovaram ‘idem’. Other verba dicendi, mostly perfective, come from a num-
ber of sources, Sn povédati, povém ‘say, tell’; Sn réci, récem; BCS redi, recém ‘say’;
Sn praviti, pravim ‘say, tell’ (perfective and imperfective); BCS kdzati, kdazem ‘say’;
Sn veléti, velim ‘order, say’; BCS velim (imperfective, no infinitive). Some combina-
tion of these verbs occurs throughout the area and they are widely represented in the
dialects. Of these, praviti and (veleti), velim are the only ones not to be inherited as
verba dicendi from Proto-Slavic. Apparently isolated is the verb slovit, slovin ‘speak’,
marked as “archaic” for the locality of Bejska Tramuntana on Cres (Vel¢i¢ 2003:
395).5 Not without historical significance is the attestation of *glagolati ‘dicere’ in the
Freising Folia: <glagolite> imper. 2™, <poglagolani> ‘malediction’, both in the first
of the three texts (BS: s.vv.).

* The western South Slavic material was assembled by MLG, the eastern South Slavic
material by JS. The general parts were written collaboratively. MLG wishes to thank Grant
Lundberg (Brigham Young University), Bernard Rajh (University of Maribor), Vera Smole
(ZRC SAZU), and Marko Snoj (ZRC SAZU) for their assistance in preparing the data, the
first three for providing data for particular dialect points, the fourth for arranging for speedy
delivery of newly published materials pertaining to the Prekmurje dialect as well as, as always,
providing a helpful discussion of etymological problems.

5 This verbum dicendi is noteworthy in that it gives credence to explanations of the ethn-
onym *slov’an- as ‘speaker, Slav’ (in contrast to *ném- ‘mute, German’). If this is so, it indi-
cates a highly archaic usage for Bejska Tramuntana.
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1.2 Slovene

As in BCS, govoriti is the most widespread neutral term for ‘speak’. Among the
earliest attestations, confirming central Slovene usage, we find in the Kranj Manu-
script (1° half of the 16™ ¢.) a passage that fortuitously attests a range of verba di-
cendi: <...Khar khulj Vfwety wode naprey V(etu. olli gouoryenu. khar edi Vfackhater;j
retfche, olli gouorj. tiga Nicomer pouedati...> (Mikhailov 1998: 183). De Sommaripa
(1609 [1979]) lists s.v. parlare <gouorit, (raiat> (the second term from Ge schreien
‘scream’).® The Slovene reflex of *gw»lcéti is attested first in the 18™ century in texts
originating in Prekmurje <od nyega ne gucsali> (1715) ‘they did not speak of him’,
<[tero bom miszlo, giicsao> (1754) ‘what(ever) I think I shall say’, <gtlicste ifztino>
‘speak the truth’ (1754), <szo vszi z-edne féle jezikom glcsali> (1833) ‘all spoke
as with a single tongue’ (Novak 2006, all s.v. gucati). The dialect word also appears
normalized (based on etymological considerations such as */ > ol) in the modern
standard language as a reflection of dialect usage, e.g., in the prose of the Prekmurje
writer Misko Kranjec: “V mlin pa nikdar?” ji je uslo, ¢eprav se ni kanila pogolcavati
z mlinarjem, z ‘ocom’, ‘oc¢imom’, ali kar ji je Ze bil ““And never into the mill?”” she
blurted out, although she hadn’t intended to converse with the miller, with “Dad”,
“Stepdad”, or whatever he was supposed to have been to her’ (Kranjec 1977).

The core area of the continuation of *gw/céti in the meaning ‘speak’ is well
known in Slovene dialectology to be within the Pannonian group, which includes
Prekmurje, Slovenske gorice, Prlekija and Haloze. In particular, the usage has been
known from the Prekmurje literary tradition, dating to the early 18" century, which
can now be mined efficiently with the publication of Novak 2006. In this dialect
not only is the verb gucati the protypical term for the meaning ‘speak’, but it serves
also as the basis for numerous derivatives, e.g., nagucati ‘pregovoriti’, pogucati se
‘pogovoriti se, dogovoriti se’, vé zgiicati se ‘izgovoriti se’; the verb govoriti is known
in literary Prekmurje usage (Novak 2006: s.vv.). The Prekmurje dialect, including
the Porabje region in Hungary, is fairly unified internally, with some minor phono-
logical isoglosses dividing the area into three subdialects (Greenberg 1993) and a
fairly distinct boundary running along the Mura between Prekmurje to the north and
Prlekija and Medimurje to the south (Greenberg 2005). In the 1980s, when Greenberg
was conducting fieldwork in Prekmurje and Porabje, a dialect speaker from Cankova
explained to him that a salient characteristic of the region is that Prekmurci gucimo,
oni tam prek pa govorijo ali se spominjajo, a proposition that cannot be adequately
translated into English. The utterance employs three different regional synonyms
meaning ‘to speak’—gucati (standardized Sn golcati), govoriti and spominjati se,
the latter two being used as neutral verbs for this activity (or ‘converse’) in locali-
ties in the Croatian Kajkavian and Slovene speech areas neighboring Prekmurje. The
first is used as the neutral term for ‘speak’ in Prekmurje, e.g., Doma smo slovenski
gucali ‘at home we spoke Slovene’ (Fels6szoIndk/Gornji Senik) (Kozar-Mukic¢ 1988:

¢ If the term Srajati meant ‘govoriti’ for de Sommaripa, his younger neighbor Janez
Svetokriski (1647—1714) understood the word closer to its German meaning: <na vus glaf's
sazhne shrajat>, <Nikar nemolzhite, ampak govorite, inu na vus glaff shrajaite> (Snoj 2006:
426).
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90). When used in a locally native context, the verb gucati serves also as a marker
of in-group identity in addition to denoting the activity of speaking itself, insofar as
the dialect is used alongside Standard Slovene (except in Hungary) by virtually all
speakers. When used by outsiders as a borrowed term, the verb carries a different and
richer meaning, ‘to speak as they do in Prekmurje’.

Outside of the Pannonian dialects we find scant and sporadic evidence for this
verb, in fact, only one piece of it for the NW Sn dialect of Bovec: gucdti, gucim
‘brneti, neprekinjeno bucati’ and ‘govoriti, govori€iti, dajati nauke’ (Ivan¢i¢ Kutin:
s.v.),” meanings which closely parallel those found in Cakavian (see below). A spu-
rious connection to the verb is found in Sagel’s lexicon for the Roz dialect (Carin-
thia), which has an inexact formal correspondence: hovsat, hovsim ‘Sumeti’, pud
Humprscim mitstam pa Drava hovsi ‘and the Drava rustles under the Humperk (H61-
lenburg) Bridge’ (Hafner and Prun¢ I'V: 59).% This verb is probably not from *gw/céti,
but *gluséti ‘be/go deaf” after vowel reduction (hous- < *hoys- < *hals- < *his-).°

Below are further details on the data in the Slovene Pannonian dialects.

1.2.1 *gulécti

Pletersnik notes gofcati, -im vb. impf. with the meanings ‘sprechen, reden’,
which are both taken from earlier dictionaries dating to the 1860s (Cigale, Janezic)
and Caf’s material, the latter of which is marked for eastern Styria and Prekmur-
je (vzhSt. and ogr--C., respectively) (1894: 227). The material adduced from Josip
Jurci¢’s texts, representing Lower Carniolan usage, includes the closely related mean-
ing ‘schwitzen’ with the example tiho bodi! kaj pa golcis! ‘shut up! what are you
prattling about!”'* Other meanings are associated with making sound or noise, either
produced by animals or in the atmosphere, slavec golci ‘die Nachtigall schldgt’ (Caf),
grlica golci ‘die Taube girrt’ (marked for Bela krajina), ‘dréhnen, tonen’ (Kojsko,
Strekelj),"" and ‘tosen (o gromu)’ (Caf for Resia).

Prekmurje. The dialect is divided into three subdialects, Goricko (including
Porabje) in the N, Ravensko in the SW, and Dolinsko in the SE, characterized by
phonological isoglosses (for details see Greenberg 1993). The following forms may
be adduced: Goricko: gu'caimo (Martinje, Greenberg 1990: 62); Ravensko: gucat,
zgudédvati si, vo sd zgucati; pregolci ‘elszolja magat, megszakitja a csendet’ (Cankova,
Pavel 1909: 29), gu'ciljo, za'guical? nei 'guicti! (Cankova, Greenberg field notes);

"MLG is grateful to Vera Smole for this datum from Ivanc¢i¢ Kutin’s dictionary, which is
still in preparation.

8 With gratitude to Vera Smole for this datum and to Tom Priestly for the identification of
the bridge. Priestly (p.c.) notes that ¢ > § would be a sporadic, if not isolated change in Roz
dialect.

? MLG is grateful to Marko Snoj for this suggestion (p.c.).

10 There are no specifically Lower Carniolan dialect glossaries to check. A query was put
to dialectologist Vera Smole, a native speaker of eastern Lower Carniolan, who affirms that the
word is unknown in her dialect.

1 Streklelj adduces the forms yowcat, yowcim ‘drohnen, tonen’ alongside morphologically
parallel mowcat ‘schweigen’ (1887: 478). This dialect does not distinguish word-level contras-
tive pitch.
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Dolinsko: gucati, -in ‘govoriti’; nazdj gucati ‘ugovarjati’; gucau je (Beltinci, Novak
1996: 49); pogucavati si, -vlen si ‘pogovarjati se, meniti se’, pogucati se, -in se ‘do-
govoriti se, zmeniti se’ (Novak 1996: 101); pregucati ‘pregovoriti (koga)’, komaj smo
ga pregucali (Novak 1996: 111); zgucavati si, -an si ‘pogovarjati se’; zagucati se,
-in se ‘zagovoriti se’; zgucati si, -in si ‘dogovoriti se, re¢i (sam zase)’ (Novak 1996:
178); 'goucati, po'gouco, 'goucalo se (Bistrica, Greenberg field notes); 'guco, 'sulcala
(Biikovje, Greenberg field notes). Pavel’s proposed Prekmurje standard: <gucsati>
‘beszélni’ (Pavel 1942: 100)."

Slovenske gorice. gu'¢iz (Crednjevci, Koletnik 2001: 64, 83),'% zgu'¢i:mo (Sveta
Trojica, Koletnik 2001: 78), gu'ciimo (Benedikt, Koletnik 2001: 78; Negova, Ko-
letnik 2001: 81), gu'¢iin (Radenci, Koletnik 2001: 85), 'suiéa Msg I-pcp (Spodnji
Ivanjci, Koletnik 2001: 90), 'guca Msg l-pcp (Radenci, Koletnik 2001: 90), uni si z
no'benin ‘necejo 'gucati (Koletnik 2001: 205), *tixo 'guIci 2sg-imper (Koletnik 2001:
207).

Prlekija. 'guicati, gu'¢iin, 'suicéa je ‘he spoke’ (Cerkvenjak, Rajh 2002: 17
and p.c.), 'gucati ‘govoriti’ (Gomile pri Kogu, Zorko 1998: 72), 'sucati, gu'¢iin
(Radomerscak, Zorko: 1992: 473). Rajh (p.c.) confirms that this is the only neutral
term for ‘speak’ in Slovenske gorice and most of Prlekija, for which he notes in
particular Sv. Ana (Slovenske gorice), Trnovska vas, the environs of Ljutomer, and
Markovci near Ptuj. In addition, speakers in the area around Ormoz (Litmerk, Ivan-
jkovci) employ the verb spominati se in the sense of a transactional verbum dicendi
‘pogovarjati se (o ¢em)’. Derivatives: z'guIcati si ‘agree’, doj z'gu !cati ‘dissuade’, coj
'oulcati ‘persuade’; gucliv ‘talkative’; z'gulcano ‘agreed’ (Cerkvenjak, Rajh, p.c.).
Sredisce in the SE of Prlekija has govoriti as of the late 19th-early 20th centuries ac-
cording to Ozvald’s materials and lacks gucati even today (Greenberg 1992: 142).14

Haloze. Central and eastern Haloze attest 'gucati (Belavsek, Lundberg, p.c.),
'sucati, gu'ciin, gu'chirmo ‘to talk, I talk, we talk’ (Gorenjski vrh, Lundberg 1999:
100 and p.c.), but the western zone of Haloze has govo'7i: (Zetale, Lundberg, p.c.). To
the east, immediately across the Croatian border the meaning ‘speak’ is rendered by
gevue!'riti, ge'vuleril ‘speak, he spoke’ and a reflex of *gw/ceti is evidently unknown
(Brezani, Lundberg, p.c. and 2005). This is in accord with what can be surmised from

12 Pavel’s unpublished standard, prepared in 1942, reflects something of an average of
Prekmurje varieties without distinctly local characteristics (e.g., it lacks the change of jV > d’V
(jezik > d’ezik ‘tongue’). Following Hungarian orthographic practice, long monophthongs are
marked by the acute accent sign (gucsati), which in the case of Prekmurje Slovene always co-
incides with the place of stress. Unstressed and stressed short monophthongs are left unmarked.
In his dialect descriptions, Pavel marks short stressed vowels with the grave accent mark, a
practice followed also by Novak. The practices used in these original publications are carried
over in the present paper.

13 Both guc¢ and gucati, evidently from Peter Dajnko’s (1787-1873) native dialect of
Cresnjevci, entered the regional standard that he had invented, viz. (using Dajnko’s alphabet)
<guy> ‘govor’, <guyati> ‘govoriti’, <gtyi> ‘govori!’ (Rajh 1998: 165, 195).

14 Moreover, Lundberg has recently confirmed in the field that gucati is not used in
Sredisce today (p.c).
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Jedvaj’s description for the Kajkavian dialect of Bednja, which similarly lacks a re-
flex of *gwlceti and instead has *govoriti (Jedvaj 1956).

1.2.1.1 *gvlks

The Slovene continuation of PS *gwlkw is attested in PleterSnik go/k ‘das Tosen des
Donners’ (1894: 228) and is marked as originating only in the Resian dialect (NW),
but it is evidently unattested in Steenwijk’s modern material for Resia (Steenwijk
2001: 112). The meaning ‘speaking, talking’ is given in SSKJ for golk and marked
as archaic in contemporary Slovene, though the term is limited to phrases contrast-
ing with maolk ‘silence’ (e.g., golk je srebro, molk je zlato ‘talk is silver, silence is
golden’). No Slovene dialect data indicating the existence of go/k outside of these
sources has been found.

1.2.1.2 *gw»lcée

Pletersnik lists go#c, gotca ‘das Reden, die Rede’ and goicati, im (impf.) ‘spre-
chen, reden’ (Cig., Jan, vzhSt., ogr.-C.) (1894: 227). Prekmurje: gui¢, (Cankova, Pavel
1909: 29); guc, -a ‘govor, govorjenje’, néga guca ‘no way’ (Beltinci, Novak 1996:
49). Prlekija: 'guc, -a, loc. sg. pr 'guIci ‘speech’. Collocations indicate the range of
uses of the term, from ability to speak to concrete instantiations of speech: po guci
spoznati ‘recognize someone by his/her voice’, guc je bija o ... ‘it was a matter of ...,
meti lepi guc¢ ‘give a fine public speech’, dosta je guca ‘that’s enough of that talk’,
kaki guc je to ‘what sort of drivel (is that?)’, iti na guce ‘go for some conversation,
gossip’ (Cerkvenjak, Rajh, p.c.).

The short-stressed form in Prekmurje guc, from which the standard form listed
in Pletersnik (gofc, gotca) was constructed, is unlikely to have been inherited from
Proto-Slavic, as there is no comparative evidence pointing to a laryngeal in the root
nor, for that matter, any potential comparanda outside of a few parallels in Bulgarian
(see below). Moreover, the related verb is mobile stressed. We can conclude, then,
that guc is a back formation. The short stress was assigned by default as the unmarked
stress for monosyllabic nouns in the Prekmurje dialect, cf. col, -a ‘an archaic mea-
surement = 2.5 cm’ (< Ge Zoll, StSn cdla), cug , -a ‘train’ (< Ge Zug), vré, -a ‘jug’
(StSn vrd).

Given the proximity of the lexeme’s areal to Hungarian and the high number of
words borrowed from Slavic dialects into it, we also consulted Kniezsa 1974. The
word is not listed there.!

1.3 Bosnian/Croatian/Serbian

The reflexes of *gwvlkw, (*gvlcv), *guvlééti are conspicuously absent from BCS
sources, e.g., no mention of them is found in the historically oriented Akademijin
rjecnik, Skok’s and Gluhak’s etymological dictionaries, no evidence of them in a
several dozen dialect grammar dictionaries and descriptions consulted, nor are BCS

15 However, famously, the borrowings beszéd ‘speech’ and beszélni ‘speak’ (< PS *beséda)
do occur in Hungarian.
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Map 2. Distribution of *gu»lk- reflexes in Slovene
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NE: Prekmurje: Bi = Bistrica, Bl = Beltinci, Bii = Biikovje pri Polani, Ca = Cankova, GS =
Felsdszolnok/Gorni Senik, Ma = Martinje; Slovenske gorice: Bn = Benedik, Cr= Creénjevci,
Ra = Radenci, SIv = Spodnji Ivanci; Prlekija: Cr = Cerkvenjak, Go = Gomile pri Kogu, Iv =
Ivanjkoveci, Li = Litmerk, Mr = Markovci, Rd = Radomersc¢ak, Tr = Trnovska vas; Haloze: Be
= Belavsek, Gv = Gorenjski vrh, Ze = Zetale; SW: Ko = Kojsko

reflexes adduced in broader Slavic dictionaries such as 9CC/. Only a few peripheral
indications have been found, which are listed below.

1.3.1 Kajkavian

The RHKKJ s.v. gucati (Sv. 3, 1986: 688; there is no entry for **guk- nor **guc-)
points to Belostenec’s Gazophylacium of 1740, representing Kajkavian usage of the
early 18" century, where <Guchim> is found in the Latin-“Illyrian” volume s.v. 4jo,
which is glossed as <Velim>, <govorim>, <Guchim> and <Befzedim>. Intriguingly,
<Guchim> is marked as <rufticé>, indicating that the word was deprecated in the
proto-standardization process owing to its rural provenience. It is conceivable that
the word was known to Belostenec from usage in the areas that are today known
as Slovene Pannonian dialects, though there is no way to know for certain. In any
event, this establishes that gucati was known, at least to some extent, in Kajkavian
speech territory in the past. In addition to this sociolinguistic hint, we note that the
item is absent from Houtzagers’ description of dislocated Kajkavian dialects, which
were transplanted from the 15" century onwards, having become enclaves within
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the Hungarian speech territory; rather, Hidegség and Fertdhomok Kajkavian (both
spoken near Sopron) have govorit, govorim, as expected (Houtzagers 1999: 251).
It is possible that none of these forms was inherited in Kajkavian or, for that matter,
elsewhere in the dialects corresponding to BCS. In other Kajkavian lexicographi-
cal works from the 17-18" centuries a similar picture emerges with regard to verba
dicendi, e.g., <Govorim> ‘loquor’, <Povedam> ‘narro’, <Rechem, Govorim> ‘dico’
(no **<guchati>) (Habdeli¢ 1670); s.v. Fabulo <govorim, zmifslydvam>, s.v. Loquor
<Govorim>, Narro <Povédam, pripovédam, kafem, kazivam> (Jambresi¢ 1740).

1.3.2 Cakavian

The north-western Cakavian dialect of Kastav near Opatija attests the verb giicet,
giicin ‘govoriti o emu po selu’; So selo gudi ‘govori se po cijelom selu’ (Jardas 1957:
392). The same usage is confirmed nearly a half century later for nearby Rukavac:
giicet, gucin (no accent listed on present tense) ‘brujati, na veliko govoriti o ¢emu’,
So selo guci (Mohorovi¢i¢-Maricin 2001: s.v.) with the additional information that
the word has both the older and newer meanings simultaneously, viz. ‘brujati’ ‘buzz,
hum’ and ‘gossip’. There is no reason to think that the word has become the neutral
word for ‘speak’ in these localities. Of particular interest are the attestations of the
lexeme in outlying Cakavian dialects in Austrian Burgenland, where the speakers
have been cut off from contact with the bulk of Cakavian for several centuries. Here
the meaning ‘make a noise’ as well as the conflation of the two roots *guk-, *glk- in-
dicate an earlier stage of the semantic development, e.g., gucati, giicem'® (Hrvatski
Cikljin/Spitzzicken), gucim (Stari Hodas/Althodis) ‘gurren’, Golub giice na krovu
(Hrvatski Cikljin/Spitzzicken) (Tornow 1989: 146).

1.3.3 Stokavian

No examples of the verb *gwlcéti have been found for the majority of Stokavian
dialects with the exception of intrusions from neighboring Eastern South Slavic dia-
lects. See below 2.3.9 Southeast Serbian (“Torlak™) dialects.

1.4 Analysis of the Western South Slavic material

In contrast the the more complex picture that will be seen below with regard
Eastern South Slavic, where the verb *gw»lcéti in the meaning ‘speak’ competed with
several other forms for the same or similar meaning, the Western South Slavic picture
is relatively simple. The verb *gw/céti has two distinct denotations that correlate with
distinctly different areal distributions. In those areas that have the meaning ‘speak’,
that is, the Slovene Pannonian dialect (Prekmurje and Porabje, Slovenske gorice,
Prlekija and Haloze), the word has long been established as the primary verb for
‘speak’ and has given rise to derivatives with ‘speech/speaking’ as their common
denominator. The isogloss between the Pannonian dialects is fairly sharp against both
other Slovene as well as Croatian Kajkavian dialects. In the SE periphery of the Pan-
nonian dialects, the important marketplace dialect of Sredis¢e ob Dravi in Prlekija
and bits of W Haloze indicate a switch to the prevailing reflex of *govoriti, a situation

16 No tones. The grave marks short, the caret long stress.
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which can be explained by influence from surrounding dialects both on the Slovene
and Croatian sides of the border. In remaining areas of Slovene and Cakavian, the
attestations of *gwlcéti point to the more archaic meaning ‘to make noise’, ‘raise a
ruckus’. Their attestations are sporadic and are found unsurprisingly in the periphery,
indicating not so much that the form has all but disappeared in these areas, so much as
that, in contrast to the Pannonian situation, the verb is highly marked and not central
to everyday usage. The one outlier is Bovec in NW Slovene, which attests as one of
its meanings ‘speak’ along with marked meanings ‘make a buzzing sound, constant
muffled roaring noise’ (‘brneti, neprekinjeno bucati’) as well as a secondary mean-
ing ‘lecture, dress someone down’ (‘dajati nauke’). With regard to the plain meaning
‘speak’ there are three logical possibilities: (1) the Bovec word could be organically
connected to Pannonia through a later migration; (2) it could be connected to Pan-
nonia as a rare retention of an earlier and much more widespread situation prior to the
expansion of *govoriti; or (3) it could be an independent local innovation following
the same path of semantic development as elsewhere, i.e., ‘yell’/*‘make a noise’ >
(‘gossip’/‘prattle’ >) ‘speak’. There is no evidence to point to (1). Possibility (2) is
weak in light of the fact that related dialects in the surrounding areas have the more
archaic meaning, to the extent that the lexeme is attested. Because the entire range of
meanings is attested in Bovec, including the rather specific reference to the kind of
noise noted for the lexeme in both Russian dialects and the archaic Slovene dialect of
Rezija (i.e., a buzzing/roaring noise in the distance), scenario (3) presents itself as the
most plausible, i.e., that it is an independent local innovation.

The Pannonian usage is well attested in the earliest documents found there, that
is, at the beginning of the 18" century. In view of the centrality of the notion ‘speak’ to
everyday language, the compactness of the Pannonian dialect area in which *gwlceti
is found, the high productivity to which the verb is subject to there, as well as indica-
tions of its use as a marker of local identity, there is every reason to believe that the
meaning ‘speak’ for is an old, inherited one, conceivably as old as the Slavic settle-
ment of the “Pannonian” territory. The other ‘noise’ meanings are older still.

We shall now turn to the evidence in Eastern South Slavic before considering
whether and, if so, how, to connect the Western South Slavic picture with that of other
parts of the Slavic-speaking world.

2. Eastern South Slavic
2.1 Bulgarian

Modern Literary Bulgarian operates with two basic imperfective verbs of speech
which do not implicitly require a direct object, viz. 2cosops and npuxazeam ‘speak,
talk, converse’ (in contradisintction to xaseam ‘tell, say’). Whereas dictionaries of
the standard language make mention of equivalent dialect forms such as dymam and
xopmyeam, the verb ewvuw is mentioned either not at all or only as a dialect equivalent
of ‘shout; scold’. A similar brief notice is usually accorded a small series of nouns and
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adjectives which are derived from the base *gwlk-, e.g., 21vu, -vm, ervuxa ‘clamor,
uproar’ (see below).!”

Nevertheless, dialect-colored texts from Bulgarian literature occasionally evi-
dence the usage of *gwlcéti in various senses of speech, as indicated, for example,
in lexicographical excerpts from the works of Ivan Vazov, cf. evaud 1) ‘mpuxassam,
roBopsi; converse, talk’, Cmuea cu mu no cedenxku ¢ Kamena 6esmsina, 3apan-eeuep na
uU380pa cvc He2o eviauanu; 2) ‘KapaM ce Ha HIKOTo, MbMpa; scold, nag’ ...u my eviua
0b120 ¢ MEbpoe peutumenet 8ud, CoC CUTHU PLKOMAXAHUA U C YeCHU NO2TeHCOAHUS]
KoM kunuama (AntonoBa-Bacunesa, Kepemenunena 2001: s.v.). In one source which
is partially devoted to dialectisms in Bulgarian literature of the 19-20" cc., there is
no entry for *ewauw itself, but the verb is used (along with 6vpoops) as a gloss for the
‘dialect’ form ewuyas1, which occurs in the work of M. Javorski, cf. Ivauyns as, no ne
obuuam doa ookavam uunsxa... (Mmaes, isanosa, Jlumosa, [1asmosa 1974: 92).'8

In addition, Gerov’s monumental and widely inclusive dictionary of the Bulgar-
ian language (I'epoB 1895—-1904) provides the following entry for *gwnlcéti with the
meanings ‘shout; converse with; upbraid’, cf. ervus, -1, -udr 1) ‘ToBOps siKara,
Bukam (Ru kpuuars, opars, ropnanuts)’, [1euam kamo Yugymu ¢ xaspa; 2) ‘enbua
C HSIKOTO, TOBOPSI, pa3rosapsim ce, coopsam, pomoHs (Ru roBoputs, pasroBapusars)’,
Invuum cu ¢ [paeana; 3) ‘XokaM, KapaMm ce, BUKaM, Ob0pa, MbMpa, HAKPBIIEISICBAM
(Ru GpaHUTh, )KYypUTH, Ta3aTh, HAPEKATh, TOPHUIIATH, PACIIEKATh)’, A3 20 (My) envuax,
ana Me CIywiHa; envyuy ce ‘dye ce 2irby, BUKa ce (Ru cibluHbl Kpukn)’, M3 nvms ce
anvuu, Hakou munyseam. We also find the prefixed verb pasewiua (0a ce), -uut, -uan ce,
paszenvudseam ce with the meaning (start to) raise a ruckus’, cf. ‘HaunHam na TpYb
TBBpJEe MHOT0; pasBukam ce (Ru packpuuarbcst)’, Paservuanu ce kamo Llueanu na
nazap (kamo 6 L{ueancka mexana, kamo na L{ueancka céamoéa) (5: 18). It is interest-
ing to note that the examples with the meaning ‘shout; raise a ruckus’ involve pejo-
rative comparisons with the (unintelligible) speech of marginalized and/or foreign-
speaking minorities (e.g., Jews and Gypsies) in a context where a group of people are
shouting."

17 The multi-volume Peunux na 6wreapckus esux (1981) presents quite a different situa-
tion with respect to *dumati and *duma. Here, the verb is acknowledged (and well documented
with citations from Bulgarian literature) as a “dialect” form in the sense ‘roBops, ka3Bam, npu-
ka3zBam’, whereas the noun is clearly the basic Literary Bulgarian term of expression for ‘word,
speech’ and is used in an extremely wide range of meanings and idioms.

18 Various linguistic features of this example point to NE provenance, cf. the form of the
first person pronoun (a3) (which excludes southern Bulgaria), apocope of the middle syllable
of *celovekw (widely encountered in E Bg dialects, see 5/J4), and vowel reduction in the first
syllable of this same word

19 Although the phonology and accentuation of Gerov’s dictionary reflect the west-central
Stara Planina dialect base of his native Koprivstica (see with specific respect to accentuation,
p. 50 of Gerov’s “Introduction”), the lexicon itself includes many words from both western
and eastern dialects, all without indication of provenance (a telling example is the inclusion of
both W Bg paz6ou and E Bg cman as words for ‘loom”). This of course is not surprising, since
Gerov in the introduction to his monumental work tells us that he drew all of his data from the
spoken speech and folklore of his compatriots in his quest to fashion a dictionary of the ‘liv-
ing language of the Bulgarian people’ (‘peunnk Ha )uB Obirapcku HapozeH e3uk’ (see ['epoB
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Map 3. Bulgarian dialect areas
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2.1.1 Sources for verba dicendi in Bulgarian dialects

Our sources for verba dicendi in Bulgarian dialects fall into two main categories,
viz. the Bulgarian Dialect Atlas (hereafter, 5/[4) and all the others.

In geographical terms, the four primary volumes of the 5//4 (i.e., those devoted
to dialects situated within Bulgaria proper) are divided geometrically into four quad-
rants (SE, NE, SW, NW), approximately equal in area and defined by two straight
lines, perpendicular to each other and intersecting at roughly the midpoint of Bulgar-
ia. These four quadrants correspond only approximately to linguistically determined
entities, such as “Northwest Bulgarian”, “Southwest Bulgarian™, “East Bulgarian”,
“South Bulgarian”, etc., as defined in standard works on Bulgarian dialectology (see
notably CroiixoB 1968).

1894, p. IV). These considerations notwithstanding, in the case of *gwléeti it is quite possible
that this particular verb occurred in the Koprivstica dialect of Gerov’s day, since 54A4A-SW
indicates a continuous block of “reaub-dialects” immediately to the east of the town.



J. Schallert and M. L. Greenberg, The Prehistory and Areal Distribution ... 23

Map. 4. Eastern South Slavic dialectal area. Key to place names
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Serbia: 1. Timok, 2. Luznica, 3. Pirot, 4. Caribrod, 5. Svrljig, 6. Bosilegrad; Macedonia: 7.
Kumanovo, 8. Skopje, 9. Polog, 10. Debwr, 11. Kicevo, 12. Gali¢nik, 13. Radozda-Vevc¢ani, 14.
Dihovo, 15. Ohrid, 16. Bitola, 17. Prilep, 18. Mariovo, 19. Veles, 20. Radovis, 21. Malesevo,
22. Gevgeli, 23. Dojran; Albania: 24. Korca; Greece: 25. Lower Prespa, 26. Kostur, 27. Le-
rin, 28. Kajlar, 29. Kukus, 30. Kulakia, 31. Solun, 32. Struma, 33. Belica, 34. Valoviste, 35.
Ziljaxovo, 36. Ce&, 37. Gjumurdzina, 38. Dedeagad; Turkey: 39. Lozengrad, 40. Canakéa,
41. Mandsr; Bulgaria: 42. Vidim, 43. Kula, 44. Belograd¢ik, 45. Montana, 46. Berkovica, 47.
Lom, 49. Kozloduj, 50. Orjaxovo, 51. Pleven, 52. Bjala Slatina, 53. Vraca, 54. Botevgrad, 55.
Svoge, 56. Sofia, 57. Gode¢, 58. Graovo, 59. Tren, 60. Burel, 61. Pernik, 62. Pernik, 62. Ra-
domir, 63. Kjustendil, 64. Dupnica, 65. Gorno Pole, 66. Elin Pelin, 67. Makocevo, 68. Pirdop,
69. Ixtiman, 70. Samokov, 71. Blagoevgrad, 72. Petri¢, 73. Sandanski, 74. Goce Delcev, 75.
Razlog, 76. Pazardzik, 77. Panagjuriste, 78. Etropole, 79. Koprivstica, 80. Teteven, 81. Trojan,
82. Love¢, 83. Sevlievo, 84. Nikopol, 85. Veliko Twsrnovo, 86. Gabrovo, 87. Trjavna, 88. Elena,
98. Kotel, 90. Erke¢, 91. Karlovo, 92. Kazanlsk, 93. Nova Zagora, 94. Ajtos, 95. Svistov, 96.
Bjala, 97. Silistra, 98. Razgrad, 99. Popovo, 100. G. Camurla, 101. Sumen, 102. Surt, 103. Pre-
slav, 104. Zagorci, 105. Fakija, 106. Strandza, 107. Xaskovo, 108. Krumovgrad, 109. Plovdiv,
110. Asenovgrad, 111. Xvojna, 112. Smoljan, 113. Siroka Lbka, 114. Devin, 115. Pestera, 116.
S. Pavlikjan, 117. N. Pavlikjan; Romania: 118. Bucharest, 119. Banat

In addition to these four cardinal volumes, all of which are the product of col-
lective teamwork directed by Stojkov, there are two additional continuations of the
b5J]A, each devoted to dialects spoken in regions adjacent to the republic of Bulgaria,
viz. eastern Aegean Macedonia (h/JA4-Aeg; VBanor 1972) and extreme southeastern
Serbia (b/[A-Trans; boxkos 1986). Although these last two volumes are produced in
the same format as the first four, in contradistinction to the latter they were compiled
by single authors who did not conduct fieldwork in situ, but rather worked with in-
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formants who were either refugees from displaced populations (cf. 5//4-Aeg) or who
had emigrated to or were visiting in northwest Bulgaria (cf. 5A-Trans).

Sources other than the 5//A are diverse in nature. They include dialect dictionar-
ies of varying dimensions, lexicographical notes, dialect descriptions, unpublished
archival materials, and Schallert’s own field notes (for Ardino and Siroka Lzka). Of
these sources, the most useful have proved to be the dialect dictionaries and lexical
observations. Since the authors of these latter two sources are themselves frequently
native speakers of the given regional dialect or are thoroughly conversant with it,
their testimony regarding lexical peculiarities and semantic nuances is of particular
value.

2.1.2 Inventory of verba dicendi in Bulgarian dialects

Because the lexical possibilites for expressing the notion ‘to speak, talk’ are so
numerous in Bulgarian, and have therefore been collected in a relatively systematic
fashion in Bulgarian dialectology, something must first be said here about the variety
of forms encountered. According to the five volumes of the 5/[4 which provide rele-
vant maps and data, the sense ‘mpukasBawm, (roBops)’ (‘speak, talk’) is rendered by the
following thirteen verbs (and their morphological variants) in Bulgarian dialects:* (a)
o6vopa; (b) oymam; ¢ ) eosop’a; (d) evepa; (e) evaua; (f) knuxam; (g) Kynywmucseam
ce; (h) nagpum, nagposam, nagyeam, ragyem; (1) npuxassam, npuxaxicysam, CKa3goM;
(j) opamum; xopmysam, xopmosam; (k) een’a; (1) spesum; (m) 360pysam, 300posam,
300pyem. On the basis of semantic and etymological criteria these verbs may be bro-
ken down into seven groups: (1) ‘indicate’ npuxasevm, ckazevm; (2) ‘think’ oymam;
(3) will” senum; (4) ‘make noise’ 6wopa, 2060p’a, 2vepa, vaua, spesum;*' (5) ‘call’
rkauxam; (6) (loanwords) ‘talk’ ragh-, xopm-/opamu-, kynowmiiceam ca;** (7) ‘gather’

20 The only volume of the 574 which does not provide a map and commentary for dialect
equivalents of standard Bg ‘roBopsi, mpukasam’ is b/J/A-SE, the first volume published. The
only published reference to the 5//4 materials for this questionnaire item that we have found is
in Bunina (1963) (see discussion below of Bulgarian émigré dialects in Ukraine).

2 Cf. *bwvbre- (from *bwrbor- with incomplete reduplication; FEP 1:96), *gvgre- (from
*gwvrgor- with incomplete reduplication), *vréveti (from IE *w/eJré-, perhaps by incomplete
reduplication of *vré-vra-; BEP 1: 298).

22 From Turkish laf ‘word’ (cf. Persian laf), horata ‘jest; loud noise’ (archaic, see Red-
house) (cf. Gk yopatd), and konstu pret. of konusmak ‘converse with’ (with Gk suffix -is-).
For the etymology of xonywmuceam, see FEP 2:602. For the etymology of Bg za¢ masc.,
naghysam, see BEP 3:325-326. For the etymology of Bg xopama fem., xopmysam, xopamu,
etc. see Buck 1915b: 145 and ®ununosa-baiiposa 1969: 17 (with literature). In the case of
xopama, etc., scholars disagree as to the extent to which Turkish served as a vehicle for trans-
mission to Slavic. Tk horata itself is derived directly from Greek ywpozd, the pl. of yopatd
neut. ‘jest’, from ydpa ‘countryside, region, place; town’, which also served as the base for old
loanword Bg xopa ‘country, region (obs.); people (post-13tc.)’. The Greek formations yopatd
and denominative ywpoatéve ‘to jest’ both apparently postdate the 11" century, since neither
word is attested in Sophocles’ monumental dictionary of the Roman and Byzantine periods
(Sophocles 1887/1951). It is also unclear to what extent Gk yopatévw [xoratevo] served as the
prototype of the Slavic -(u)va-, -ova- suffixed formations. It would seem that the direct adapta-
tion xopaméeanm (cited by Filipova-Bajrova) was quite rare in Bulgarian (it is unattested in the
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(if from *swvbor-) 360pysa-. Our survey of other dialect sources has revealed no ad-
ditional verbs of this kind, excluding onomatopoeic and metaphorical expressions
which have not acquired neutral meaning.

In terms of chronological layering, these verbs of speech can be assigned to three
distinct strata: 1) the older Slavic stock (regardless of etymological type); 2) Ottoman
Balkan loanwords (based primarily on Turkish) or lexical calques (thus, perhaps, zbor
‘word’, according to the most widely accepted etymology); 3) Literary Bulgarian
(cf. the intrusion of npuxaseam as a neutral verb of speech into regions other than
its apparent “natural habitat” in the Stara Planina). Of course, in order to distinguish
between npuxassam as the product of the influence of Literary Bulgarian, on the one
hand, and as the result of autochthonous semantic innovation, on the other, one must
take into account factors such as the observations of the investigating dialectologist,
the shape of the suffix, and the location of the dialect.

It is important to note at the outset that our verificatory survey of sources other
than BDA has uncovered instances where *gw/céti (or some other non-standard verb
of speech) is not indicated as a neutral verbum dicendi for a given region in BDA, but
is in fact attested with this meaning in a dialect dictionary or description. Where such
discrepancies arise, we are inclined to assume that the given usage of *gwl/ceti has
probably eluded the notice of the BDA investigator(s). The fact that such an oversight
is possible should come as no great surprise if we bear in mind the multiplicity of
shades of meaning involved in the expression of verbs of speech and the compara-
tively rich etymological inventory from which Bulgarian dialects can derive words to
express these different nuances.

2.1.3 Summary of the areal distribution of other verba dicendi in Bulgarian
dialects

The geographical extent of the verba dicendi listed in the preceding section var-
ies considerably. Detailed knowledge of this distribution can be determined for all
Bulgarian dialects with relevant data in the 5//4 (i.c., all regions except those covered
in 5/[4-SE). This picture can be supplemented (and at times revised) by the testimony
of other sources. The resulting composite areal distribution can be summarized as fol-
lows (beginning with the two literary variants then proceeding alphabetically through
the other types).

(1) According to 5//A-NE, NW, SW, and Aeg, the verb “npuxazsvm” (as in Lit-
erary Bulgarian) occurs in a wide range of dialects, particularly in N Bg, cf. (a) the
Danubian plain to the north of the Stara Planina (except for Vidin, Lom, and most of
the stretch from Nikopol to Bjala); (b) throughout much of the Stara Planina itself,
from Berkovica in the west to Kotel in the east (except for most of Trojan); (¢) Erkec
and its colonies in the eastern end of the Stara Planina and to the north of Varna; (d)
Mizija o-dialects, in Grebenci, Twergoviste, Veliko Ternovo-Pavlikene, and other scat-
tered points. To the south, we find “npuxazean’ in e) W. Pazardzik, Panagjuriste, E.

5/74). On the other hand, direct adaptation from the nominal base *xorat- is clearly manifested
in the denominative i-verb, which is still well attested in the dialects (particularly in the west)
and is cited as early as the 17" c. (see our discussion of Bg Damascenes, below).
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Goce Deléev; the variant “npuxasyeam” in f) Aegean Macedonia (Ce¢, N. Ziljaxovo
and C. Valovista); and the variant “npuxasicysam™ in g) N. Goce Delcev, Sandanski,
N. Petri¢, S. Blagoevgrad. Lastly, an extremely rare prefixed form “crazsam” is at-
tested in Botevgrad and Etropole.

(2) According to 5/JA-NW, NE, SW, the verb “2osops” (also as in Literary Bul-
garian) serves as the basic verb of speech in a very small number of scattered dialects,
almost all of which are located in N Bg, cf. Lom (pt. 175), the mouth of the Isksr (pt.
204), NE of Pleven (pt. 705), N. Skopje (pt. 2183), an o-dialect to the west of Razgrad
(pt. 903), in variation with npuxazewvm to the south of Pleven (7 pts.) and to the north
of Pavlikene (pts. 1605, 1621), in variation with “6»6pa” near Pirdop (5 pts.), and in
variation with “npuxazeam” to the north of Koprivistica (pt. 2322).

(3) According to 57JA-NW, SW, the verb “6w6pa” is attested as a neutral verb of
speech more frequently than “2ogops”, but is found only in two disconnected clusters
in W Bg, cf. (a) Vidin, Kula (in extreme NW Bg; approx. 30 villages); (b) Makocevo,
Pirdop, Ixtiman, PanagjuriSte, Pazardzik (approx. 30 villages);

(4) According to 5/[A-Aeg, the verb “sen’a” ocurs only in Aegean Macedonia,
cf. (a) a roughly continuous band of five pts. in Belica and 12 pts. in Ziljaxovo. Other
sources further indicate that *veléti occurs in many Macedonian dialects, as well as in
Literary Macedonian, but only in the sense ‘say, tell’, thus functioning as the perfec-
tive of “peue” and the equivalent of Bg xazeam. One might suppose that the use of
*veleti in this function is reduced in dialects where *dumati is used for ‘say, tell’, but
this aspect of the question requires further investigation.

(5) According to 5JA-NW, SW, Trans, Aeg, the verb “spesun” is limited to ex-
treme W Bg and a small number of Transitional dialects, and parts of Aegean Mace-
donia, cf. (a) Belograd¢ik, N. Temska (Serbia), and a band of dialects stretching from
Tren, Radomir, Dupnica, Kjustendil Pijanec, and some Kjustendil Pol¢ane, N. Blago-
evgrad, some S. Blagoevgrad, S. Petric¢; (b) Aegean Macedonian dialects of Struma,
Valoviste, S. Ziljaxovo. Other sources indicate that *vrévéti occurs as far west as
W Rup dialect of Goce DelcCev, as far east as the W Rup dialect of Goce Delcev
and in Macedonian dialects throughout much of SE Mac, including Solun, Gevge-
li, Radovis. FEP 1: 183 lists more particular or pejorative meanings for “gpegs” in
Western dialects, cf. ‘paszrospasim’ (Bansko in Pirin Macedonia), ‘0bp06opsi, mymst’
(Debsr in peripheral Western Macedonia), ‘roBopst Maoro’ (Tren in the Transitional
dialect zone).

(6) According to 5/[A-SW, the verb “Oymam™ is attested as the basic verb of
speech only in the SW and South, cf. (a) the Transitional dialect of Bosilegrad and
some adjacent points in N. Kjustendil (Kamenica, some Kraiste); (b) N. Kjustendil
Pol¢ane and Kamenica; (c) 3 pts. in Radomir, 1 pt. in Dupnica; (d) Razlog; (e) South-
Central Rhodope. Other sources indicate that “dyman” is used as a basic verb of
speech in parts of EMac (e.g., MaleSevo), as well as in Bg émigré dialects in Ro-
mania and Ukraine, and in the 18" ¢. Svistov Damascene. The cognate dyma (‘word,
expressed thought’) is more widespread and, in contradistinction to the verb, survives
well in Literary Bulgarian.
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(7) According to 57JA-NW, NE, the verb “zwvepa” occurs as the basic verb of
speech in just two small clusters of dialects, cf. (a) 5 pts. in E. Vraca in NW Bg (1361,
1378, 1379, 1380, 1433; in variation with ‘npuxazeam’ except in 1433); (b) 3 o-dia-
lect pts. to the south of Kotel (2531, 2576, 2577).

(8) According to 5/JA-NW, SW, derivatives of *sw»bor-, occur as the basic verb
of speech in several morphophonological variants in the West, cf. (a) “360pysam”
in NW Bg (¥¢ > -»-) dialects to the north of Sofia, 4 pts. to the south of Razlog; (b)
“360pyem” in W. Sofia, Transitional dialects of Slivnica, Pernik, Gode¢, N. Caribrod
(Serbia); (c) “zb60posam™ in 4 pts. in S. Goce Deléev (in variation with zagosam).
Other sources indicate the occurrence of (d) “360psa-" (cf. type in -»va-) in SW Mac
(Korca); (e) “360pum” in Skopje (cf. the influence of Serbian sboriti); (f) “360pysa-"
in Central Macedonia.

(9) According to 5/[4-SW, NW, Aeg, derivatives of Turkish /af- have supplanted
other verbs as the basic verb of speech almost exclusively in various Rup dialects, cf.
(a) S. Goce Delcev, Dospat, Central Rhodope (sometimes in variation with “ecurus”),
SE Drama (Aegean); but only rarely elsewhere, cf. “zaghyem” in 2 Transitional dialect
pts. in Kjustendil Kamenica, “ragysam” 1 village in Vraca in NW Bg (1362). In view
of the widespread influence of Turkish on colloquial Balkan Slavic, the areal domain
of this verb, at least as a variant (or marked variant), may actually be greater than
b5J]A4 suggests. This hypothesis is supported by attestations from other dialect sources,
as well as by the following listings for zag in BEP 3: 325-326: SE Mac: Negotino,
Tikves, Mariovo; Lower Vardar; Peripheral W Mac: Debsr; SW Bg: Pirdop (Smol-
sko); NCe Bg: Elena, Sevlievo (Krevenik); N. Thrace: Xaskovo; S. Thrace: Ksantija
(Gabrovo); Gjumjurdzina (Sséanli).

(10) According to 57JA-NE, NW, SW, derivatives of the Greek-Turkish Bal-
kanism xorata occur as the basic verb of speech in a wide variety of dialects, cf.
“xopmysam” in (a) NW Bg dialects primarily in the vicinity of Vidin, Lom, but in
isolated pts. in variation with “npuxazeam” near Bjala Slatina, Montana, Lukovit;
(b) a large mass of NE Bg dialects in the Danubian plain from Nikopol to Bjala and
Pavlikene, as well as scattered pts. in the Stara Planina (Botevgrad, Teteven, Trjavna,
Ajtos dialects near the Erke¢ group); (c) a plurality of Mizija o-dialects, including N.
Zagorci dialects between Kotel and Erke¢; (d) in 5 N. Thracian dialects to the north
of Asenovgrad; in the form “opamum™ in (¢) a mass of dialects to the south and ecast
of Sofia (cf. S. Sofia, E. Sofia, Samokov, Ixtiman); (f) a few dialects to east of this
mass (in variation with “6»6pa”); (g) Transitional dialects of Tren and S.Caribrod;
(h) a small number of Rup dialects, cf. 4 pts. in S. Goce Delcev; in the form “xopmo-
sam” in 3 N.Rhodope dialects near Asenovgrad. Other sources attest to the presence
of “xopamu-, xopomosam” in dialects as widely separated as Strandza (in extreme
SE Bg) and the Bg émigré Pavlikjan dialect in Banat (a trait held in common with
N.Pavlikjan). The verb does not seem to occur in Macedonian (including Ser-Drama
and other Aegean dialects).

(11) According to 5/]{A-Aeg, the verb “xnuxa” serves as the basic verb of speech
in a small number of Ce¢ dialects near the Mesta river to the south of the Bulgarian-
Greek border and in variation with “npuxascysam” in 2 villages to the south thereof
(cf. pts. 4141, 4143).
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(12) According to K/JA-SW, the Balkan Turkish loanword derivative
KyHowmuceam ca occurs in variation with 26z ’yvem in 2 villages in N. Devin in the
Central Rhodopes.

Map 5. Areal distribution of verba dicendi (as per 5A-NE, NW, SW, Aeg,
Trans)?

. B o

gBl&i-

] . P = prikazva-, etc.
1 // /A Uncharted in BOA Ve mvel
B = bub Vr = vrévi-
= bbbre-
D = duma- .
G = gbgre- Isolated attestations:
L = lafi-, etc govori-, klika-

O = (X)orati-, etc.

2.2 *gulédti

Having thus outlined the dialect geography of other verba dicendi in Bulgarian,
we will now summarize the areal distribution of the verb “ewrus” (primarily as the
basic verb of speech, but also as a marked or pejorative term), then briefly discuss

% Note that the map only reflects attestations in BITA, therefore a significant *g»/¢i cluster
in Ixtiman (SW) is not included.
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patterns of variation involving “zcu1us” and other verbs of speech. These introductory
remarks are followed by a detailed presentation of the data provided by 574 and
other sources.

2.2.1 Summary of areal distribution of *g»/¢éfi in Bulgarian dialects

In terms of geographical configuration, the distribution of *gw/ceéti (primarily as
a neutral verb of speech) in Bulgarian can be summarized as follows.

(1) According to 5/JA-NW, “zvrun” predominates in a continuous belt of ca.
60 points situated in Northern Transitional (*¢ > -u-) dialects (Belogradcik, W.
Montana), as well as immediately adjacent NW Bg dialects to the east thereof (E.
Belogradcik, W. Lom, W. Montana, Berkovica). This extensive zone of “ewv1uys” dia-
lects is bounded on the north (i.c., towards Vidin), by “6wv6pem” dialects, on the east
by “npuxazeam” dialects, on the south by the uninhabitated massif of the Stara Plani-
na (on the southern side of which stretches a large zone of Transitional “360pyen” and
W. Sofia-Svoge “360pysam” dialects), and in part on the west by Transitional “spe-
sum” dialects. Roughly half of the “cwiun” dialects exhibit variants with “6v6pem”,
“npuxaszeam’, or “epesum”. Our investigation of other sources reveals that in Serbian
territory, to the immediate west of the zone of Transitional “zurus” dialects, lexicog-
raphers attest traces of “ewaun” (but only in pejorative usage) in the Timok region
(Northeastern Torlak).?* We also find isolated occurrences of “2»ius” to the north (cf.
village of Gsrei near Vidin) and east (cf. Studeno Buc¢e and Verbovcec in Montana).

(2) According to 5/J[A-NW, to the SE of Berkovica the zone of “zwrun” dialects
is interrupted by a solid wedge of “npuxazeam” dialects (NW Svoge, W. Vraca), then
resumes in the form of a pocket of about 10 villages, all but one of which are situated
in remote, mountainous, and scattered locales to the south and east of the Isksr river.
To the east of this “Svoge pocket,” the zone of attestation of “eviun” is once again
interrupted by a wide, continuous stretch of “npuxazeam” and “crazeam” dialects in
S. Vraca, Botevgrad, most of Teteven, and E. Sofia. To the southeast of dialects in the
E. Sofia plain, our investigation of other sources indicates (pace 57JA-SW) that “zv.-
y3” is also found in the hilly region surrounding Ixtiman (in variation with “opamum”
and “6w0Opa’) and (in the marked sense ‘roBopst cuitHo’) to the southwest thereof in
the Samokov plateau (where “opamun’ serves as the unmarked verb of speech). In
connection with this marked usage in Samokov, it is interesting to note the neutral use
of “zuauw” in the émigré dialect of Canak&a. Although this dialect was once spoken
in the vicinity of Istanbul and is now preserved in a small quarter in Sumen in NE Bg,
it still exhibits clear traces of SW Bg origin (arguably from the vincity of Samokov),
a circumstance which links it with the “Fakija” émigré dialect type still found in SE
Bg to the west of Strandza (see below). On the other hand, there is no evidence either
in 5/ITA-SW or in our other sources which would indicate that “zszus* has breached
the massif of the Pirin mountain range, which rises up to the south of Samokov (cf.
“oymam” in Razlog, which is situated beyond this barrier).

** Note that more detailed information is required for verbs of speech in Torlak before
we can draw any conclusions regarding the areal distribution of marked (and potentially, un-
marked) occurrences of *gwlcéti in this region.
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(3) According to 5JA-NW and B/[A-SW, to the east of the “npuxassam, cxas-
sam” dialects of Botevgrad and W.Teteven, a massive and virtually continous zone of
“ewvun” dialects (ca. 80 villages in number) begins in the Stara Planina in E. Teteven,
then extends through Trojan and southward down into the Tundza basin around Kar-
lovo, whence it occupies the eastern Sredna Gora and Marica valley plain to the north
of Plovdiv (including S. Pavlikjan dialects).?* In the Marica valley to the southeast of
Plovdiv and the northeast of Asenovgrad, 5//4-SW indicates the presence of a small
cluster of dialects of the N. Thracian (rather than Rhodope) type, in which the com-
mon verb of speech is “xopmysam”, rather than “eviun”. With this exception, to the
south of Plovdiv, the continuous zone of “2waun” attestation resumes in the Marica
valley to the north of Asenovgrad, then continues into the north-central Rhodopes,
extending in a broad band to the south and southwest as far as Smoljan and Devin
(cf. the dialect regions of Xvojna, N. Smoljan, Siroka Lnka, and N.Devin and Pestera
dialects to the west thereof).?® As to the delimitation of the territory with “zwiusn”,
bJI4-SW indicates that to the south of Trojan, this second and geographically more
imposing massive of “ewrun” dialects is bounded to the west by the nearly uninhab-
ited eastern Sredna Gora centered around Koprivstica (beyond which there lies a belt
of “6wOpa” dialects in Panagjuriste). Somewhat to the west of Plovidv one encounters
“npuxaszeam’ dialects. In the SCe Rhodope region,”2v1un” gives way to “nagosam’™
and “Oymam”. As noted above, in the north, the Trojan pocket of “ewrun” dialects is
succeeded to the east by a large body of “npuxaszeam” dialects, which extends east-
ward through the Stara Planina, encompassing Sevlievo, Gabrovo, Trjavna, Velikovo
Ternovo, and Elena, thus reaching as far as Kotel. Farther to the south, the territory
to the east of the large zone of “zwrus” dialects centered in the Sredna Gora, Marica
valley and Rhodopes, falls within the purview of 5/JA-SE. Since this volume of 5/J4
provides no map for dialect equivalents of Bg npuxaszeam, cosops, we must have
recourse to other sources, which with a small number of notable exceptions provide
little lexical information pertinent to our topic.?”’” Before proceeding to a summary
of this remaining material, we note that considerations of general dialect continuity
render it fairly likely that “esruyn” occurs at least to the immediate east of Karlovo,
Asenovgrad, and the upper course of the Arda river (in the southcentral Rhodopes).
On the other hand, it is equally probable that “Oymam™ continues to prevail in the
extreme south (along the upper course of the Verbnica) and fairly likely that reflexes
of “xopmysam” predominate in some of N. Thrace. Beyond the geographical scope of
these projections into the uncharted domain of 5//4-SE, we have the direct evidence
of other sources which indicate the presence of “zcurus” in Rup dialects, albeit those

% For a more detailed discussion of the Pavlikjan dialects, which occupy a special position
in Bulgarian dialectology, see below.

¢ Tn the course of fieldwork, Schallert noted the occurrence of “cviun” as a neutral verb
of speech (“speak, talk’) in the Siroka Lska dialect of Stojkite (26/4a) and in the Ardino dialect
of Drenka (not listed in 5JA-SW or SE) (eanuuw or perhaps ean wiur).

27 With the exception of Strandza (in extreme SE Bg) (T'opos 1961) and the S. Thrace
dialects of Dervent (bosmxues 1970, 1979) and Swcanli (1971, 1972) , there are no available
published monographs devoted to dialects which fall within the quadrant of 5/[4-SE. In ad-
dition, the published dialect decriptions which occur in article format are generally not very
informative regarding lexical details.



J. Schallert and M. L. Greenberg, The Prehistory and Areal Distribution ... 31

situated at some remove from the central Rhodopes, cf. as a neutral verb in the S.
Thracian dialect of Gjumjurdzina (S»¢anli) and in the sense ‘scold’ in the extreme SE
dialect of Strandza. We also find “2»run” with the meaning ‘scold’ in a remote Rup
colony (cf. N. Pavlikjan) near the Danube in the vicinity of Nikopol. This scattered
SE Bg material can be further supplemented with the evidence of certain Bulgarian
émigré dialects in Ukraine, although none of these are of the classic Rup type (see
below for discussion, as well as the list in the immediately following paragraph).
Otherwise, there is also evidence for “opotu”, “ypmo(s)a” as the basic verb of speech
in at least one S. Thracian dialect (Dervent).

(4) According to 5JA-NE, “ewuaun” serves as the neutral verb of sppech in a tiny
number of N. Mizija o-dialects (cf. 2 villages of the Razgrad “Kapanci” dialect and 3
villages of the Swrt dialect). This sparse evidence of relic status can be supported with
important testimony from a variety of other sources. First, the occurrence of “zviusn”
as ‘scold’ or ‘talk loudly’ is documented in autochthonous o-dialects in Silistra, Pre-
slav, and Sumen. Second, Mladenov has described émigré dialects in Romania where
“ewvaun” occurs as a basic verb of speech among Mizija dialect speakers in villages
near Bucharest (see 2.2.3.5). Third, among Bulgarian émigré dialects in Ukraine (see
2.2.3.5), we find further support for the erstwhile existence of “ecviun” among o-
dialects speakers in E Bg, cf. an unglossed occurrence in the Krini¢noe Swrt dialect,
neutral usage in the Suvorovo East Thracian dialect and the Los¢inovki “Thracian”
dialect, and marked (‘scold’) usage in the Ol’Sane dialect. Finally, an unglossed oc-
currence of “zuauwn” is also attested in émigré dialects of the Cijsija type, which origi-
nated in NE Bulgaria, but which are differentiated from both the Mizija and Stara
Planina types (see 2.2.3.5).

2.2.2 Dialect-internal variation involving *guwlééti

In general, the evidence of the 5/[4 indicates that dialect-internal variation be-
tween “ewvayn” and other verbs of speech exhibits one of several distinct patterns.
This picture of variation tends to be confirmed by the testimony of our other dialect
sources. For the purposes of a provisional typology, these patterns of variation can be
classified as either “binary” (involving two members) or “ternary” (involving three
members), as follows.

First, we find binary variation between “ecvrus” and “npuxaszeam”. In this sort
of situation, “ewun” is sometimes described in the 5/]A4 as “older” (traditional) and
less “cultured” than “npuxaseam”. These characterizations suggest that the literary
language is the primary vehicle for the spread of “npuxazeéam”. An insight into the so-
ciolinguistic dynamics of this variation can be obtained by considering the commen-
tary for the Montana village of Meljane (NW pt. 639), where the basic entry is eruuiu,
npuxaseam (mo-HoBo) and the normative value judgment is apparent in Ilpuxdazeam,
npuxdseam okame, enun’'ama e e kynmypno (“Prikazvam, we call it (what you’re ask-
ing about) prikazvam, (using) glén 'ata isn’t cultured”), even though we find straight-
forward descriptions such as Owu enuvm a tia crywam. As might be expected, the
frequency of “2urun” in such dialects varies, depending on the degree to which it
has receded before the standard form. Thus, in some villages, the traditional lexeme
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occurs “occasionally” and in the speech of “older” informants, cf. Vraca (NW pt.
1319) npurdssam; noHsikora y crapute u arurme cu; Montana (NW pt. 588) enuum
(mo-crapo).”® Most commonly however, there is no indication of the relative status of
the two variants and one must infer their relationship on the basis of systemic consid-
erations, cf. Sert (NE pts.1889, 1895) npuxazeam ~ evnud.

Second, we find binary variation between “e»1us” and another “traditional” ono-
matopoeic Slavic verb. This pattern is found in the NW and seems to have developed
due to dialect contact.”” Most frequently it involves competition with “6v6pa” (cf. es-
pecially W. Belogradcik), less commonly with “spesun” (cf. W. Belogradcik pts. 127,
551, 552, 555) The encroachment of one such verb upon the more neutral domain
of the other may in fact be reinforced by the prior existence of the intrusive, “more
expressive” verb in the lexicon.

Third, one observes binary variation between “ew»1us” and a non-onomatopoeic
Slavic verb of speech, such as *dymam. This pattern occurs occasionally in the Rho-
dopes (cf. Asenovgrad, Madan). It is quite probable that this kind of variation reflects
the natural evolution of competition between an originally marked verb of speech
on the one hand and a metaphorically derived (but unmarked) verb of speech on the
other. Differences in valence patterns may also have contributed to the coexistence of
these two verbs, since dymam can easily be accompanied by an internal object dyma
(and in this respect is analogous to verbs derived from *kazati), whereas “zvrun” does
not display such governance. In some dialects, “c»rus” is limited to its expressive
status, whereas “dymam” is neutral (e.g., the Ol’Sane émigré dialect in Ukraine).

Fourth, we encounter binary variation between “ewus” and a borrowed non-
Slavic verb of speech which has been introduced within the context of the polyglot
Ottoman Balkans, cf. “xopamu-, xopmysam™, “ragu-, naghyeam”, or “xynowmuceam
ca”. Since these verbs have been in circulation for much longer than “npuxazeam” (at
least in its Literary Bulgarian form), it is not surprising that they have in some cases
been more successful in gradually supplanting “ewus”, cf. Montana (NW pt.1281)

opamum, 2nyum “MHOTO PSIJIKO”.

Fifth, some dialects exhibit a more complex, ternary dynamic, whereby com-
petition between “cwrun” and another traditional onomatopoeic verb is overlaid by
the recently introduced literary form, cf. Kula (NW pt. 92) eruiim, 6vbopem; 95, 96,
97 enuume, 6vopeme (Haii-noBara nyma e npuxaseame). Belogradcik (NW pt.122)
enqime, npuxazeam, ovopem; M cu enudne osamama (“And the two of them were
talking together”); Fwneapcku evauvm (“They speak Bulgarian™);* Cedum cu myxa u
cu evauume (“We’re sitting here together and talking to one another”); Cmoit manro

% Note that when more than one speaker is involved, a plural form of “2»aus” is frequent-
ly accompanied by a reflexive dative pronominal particle (cf. ceoum cu myka u cu cvauiime
Belogradcik, NW pt. 122). This does not seem to be the case with “npuxazeame”.

# For the partial settlement by Transitional dialect speakers of lower-lying river valleys
between the western Stara Planina and towns such as Vidin and Lom, see the historical intro-
duction to 5/{4-NW and CroiikoB 1968: 101.

3 This represents an interesting example of “ewauyn” used in the sense ‘to speak a lan-

guage’.
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da noenvuume (“Stay a bit so we can have a chat”); Taxd eu npuxdssam (“That’s
what I’'m telling you™);’! Fvopd ¢ n’éea (“I/you/he/she talked with him”). In some
instances, it is clear that one of the two traditional variants is now the dialectal norm,
cf. Teteven (NW pt. 2307) envuuim, npuxazea, ny6vopum (O-psAaKo).

Sixth, analogous to the preceding type, but far rarer, is the ternary opposition of
two onomatopoeic verbs and a loanword, cf. “euiun ~ 6vOpem ~ opmysam” in Vidin
(NW pts. 136, 137, 140).

This typology of variation can easily be applied to other combinations involving
dialectal verbs of speech.

2.2.2.1 Evidence for *gnlééti in the Bulgarian Dialect Atlas (B/[A)

The attestation of “curun™ in the meaning ‘npukassam, roops; talk, speak’ («Kak
ce Ka3Ba B TOBOPA: 2060psi C HIAKOTO WIN 8peUM C HAKOIO; 2bepd, 2biud, 300pyeam,
npukaséam, xopmysam u 1p.» BIJA-SW, p. 221)*? in the pertinent volumes of 54 is
as follows.»

(a) 5/{A-SE (no map for dialect equivalents of ‘npukazsam’);

(b) B/JA-NE (Map 282 ‘mpuxazsam’, Commentary p. 134) — *2wrus is attested
in only 5 pts. (all of them Mizija o-dialects),* cf. Sert 1892 *2vaus, 1889, 1895
npuxdazeam ~ 2vaud; Razgrad 911, 912 opmysam ~ 2o 'uw;

31 Note that this example is not strongly diagnostic, since the sense still seems to reflect the
object-oriented valence pattern of “npukazsam”.

32 Note that this is just the lead question, which serves as a heading in the questionnaire.
In point of fact, it appears from some of the material provided in the commentaries to the 5//4
that the range of appropriate contexts in which any given basic verb of speech was recorded is
considerably wider (cf. ‘speak a language’, ‘tell somebody something’), although it is unclear
how extensively the volume of tokens actually recorded for different points might vary.

3 As arule, data are cited in the commentaries to the maps in the 574 only when the forms
recorded in the course of fieldwork differ in some phonological or morphological respect from
the headform listed in the legend of the corresponding map, or when variation is observed
either in the production of a single form or due to the occurrence of more than one lexeme.
Thus, the amount of data provided in the commentaries varies considerably. Fortunately for our
purposes, in the case of *gwlceéti the documentation in the commentaries is extensive for a va-
riety of reasons, viz. a) the root lends itself to phonological variation; b) the verb is frequently
attested in NW Transitional dialects with the non-typical -m 1sg. desinence; (c) the verb is
frequently attested in the 1pl. form; d) the verb is occasionally cited in a preterite form. In the
present study, we also generate asterisked (*) forms for dialect points not represented in the
commentary, i.e., in cases where the data are evidently identical to the form cited in the legend
of the corresponding map (cf. *ewau?).

3 The Mizija “o-dialect” type is quite distinct from other NE Bg dialects. One of its most
salient features is the occurrence of -o as the reflex of the strong jer in the masc. def. sg. desi-
nence (e.g., epado < *gordw-tv), in contradistinction to -» or -»t in the vast majority of other
NE Bg dialects. This feature was first identified by Mileti¢, who used it effectively as a primary
diagnostic in his ground-breaking study of E Bg dialects and introduced the term “o-dialect”
into Bulgarian dialectology (see Mileti¢ 1903). Amongst other distinctive traits, certain Mizija
dialects (chiefly those situated near Sumen) exhibit desinential stress in the def. sg. of nouns
which elsewhere in NE Bg (and in literary Bg) show uniform root stress (see Schallert 1993).
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(c) BAA-SW (Map 301, Commentary pp. 221-222) — *2w1u is found in an east-
ern band of dialects running from south to north from the central Rhodopes (Madan,
Smoljan, Ardino, Siroka Lnka, Devin, Xvojna), through Asenovgrad, Plovdiv, S. Pav-
likjan, 2 pts. to the west of Pazardzik (cf. pts. 3614, 3618), and Karlovo, thus forming
a continuum into Trojan in 5{A-NW. With the exception of Karlovo, most of Plovdiv,
most S.Pavlikjan points, a few points to the south of Asenovgrad, and pt. 3614 in
Pazardzik, all of these dialects exhibit the classic S Bg (“Rup”) feature of initial stress
in the 1sg. pres. form, where proclisis has been generalized in most verb classes, re-
gardless of Common Slavic accentual paradigm. Some of these same dialects add -m
to the 1sg. vocalic desinence (cf. -em, -am), while retaining the first-syllable stress
of the older form. Forms with the desinence -im are to be interpreted as 1pl. (e.g.,
ewvauim, 6vopum), except in the case of Transitional dialects in Montana, Berkovica,
Lom, and Kula, where they represent the 1sg. The data are presented here by dis-
trict, proceeding roughly from south to north, cf. Madan 4664 2dzu’em; 4673 ndgem,
()yMeM 2on wem; 4676 201 uem, nagpem; 4685 201 uem, dyMaM Srnoljan 4635(a")
ean um (1pl. r’) 354643 26nuem; 4647 ean yum cu (1pl.?), 4660 261 'vem; Ardino 4648
ean "wim cu (1pl.?), 4650 26nuam; 4651 2vuay; Siroka Luka 4195 eoltm 4198 2onua;
4630, 4631, 4632 2onua; Devin 4141, 4143 261 uem, KyHommu'ceaM ca; 4144 ean've;
4149 2w 'wa; 4151 2vin 'vem; 4152 2onuam; 4192 2onuam; 4620 ednuem; Xvojna 4169,
4170, 4171 ndgh am, evn oy ‘em; 4184 *2vuw), *Jlaqboeam 4185 *ewvayv, Asenovgrad
3703 2w 'ua, npuxazwam; 3708 evaun, npukdasevm, ypmysom 4173, 4174 evn vam;
4175 evaus, xypmosvm; 4177 evn'ua; 4178 xopmosam, ednuam; 4179, 4180, 4181
evausv; 4182 evin 'uam, nagposam; 4183 *evnuw; 4189 eonuam; 4194 oymam, ean yume;
4201 evn wam, nagposam; 4202 evn uiim, nagposeam’e; 4203 evn 'uam, nagposam; 4204
v yum, nagosam’e; Pestera 3633 npuxazysam, evn’uam; 4138 2w 'vam; Pazardzik
3614 envuum, npukdsyeame cu;, 3618 evn’ua; Plovdiv 3007, 3008 zwvauum; 3028
*evaun, *npuxdzeam; 3041, 3043, 3044 *ewvauw; 3029, 3030 evaud; 3032 evauum,
3038 ewauim; 3048 evn’uu, npukdasyevm (Mo-psaako); 3053 *ewaus; 3648 evauum,
npuxazysame; 3651 *evauw, *npuxdzeam; 3653 eanuv; 3654, 3655, 3656, 3658 *ev-
uv; 3657 evauum; 3660 cvausn, npuxazyam; 3661 evaurm, npuxdsewvy (HOBO); 3671,
3675 evaua; 3677 evaua; 3692 ewvaudx; 3702 v uum; 4165, 4166 261 vam; S. Pav-
likjan 3028 *2vaus, 3035 evaus, npukdsyem; 3037, 3040 3040a *2vausb; 3665 eviua;
3717 evnua; Karlovo 2368 2w uuim; 3000, 3004 2w’ urin; 3012 evuuim; 3014 6v6pum,
evauum (mo-crapo); 3017 *ewaus; 3023, 3024 (not underlined on Map) ewvauum cu;
3025 ewvauum; 3026 (not underlined on Map) ewvnuuim cu; 3042 evaus, npukdzeem (10-
HOBO); 3046, 3048 evn i, npuxazyzevm (TIO-PAIKO).

(d) BAA-NW (Map 377 ‘npuxazam’ p. 242) — *2u1uyn occurs in the SE in Trojan
and in a band of western dialects in Berkovica, Belograd¢ik, and Kula (often of the
Transitional Bg-Serbian type), as well as in isolated points in Svoge to the N of So-
fia), cf. (from SE to NW) Trojan 2308 ewauuime; 2336 npukdszevm, evaus; Love¢ 1526
npuxasevm, evaus; Teteven 1471 (Galata) 6vbpa, evaua, npuxazeam; 2307 envuiim,
npukdsea, nyowvopum (no-psaxo); Botevgrad 1405 evauuim; Svoge 1352 npuxdsseam,
noepudame (cu); 2173 enudm; 2180 envuime cu; 2247 npuxdseame, 2vruime; Vraca

3 Although forms in -im (si) are not indicated as 1pl. in the 574 commentary, they are
interpreted here as such on the basis of the suffixal vowel and end stress.
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649 npuxdseam, evruiin; 1319 npuxdseam; louskora y crapure u apuume cu; 1374
npukdaseam, 2va4v; 1397 npuxazeam, enuiiv; 1401, 1402 npuxdseam, enua; 1347 anud;
Montana®® 583 ewruuimu, npuxdazeamu; 584 enuiiv; 585 2nuiim, npuxdzeame (HOBO);
588 apurim (o-crapo), opdmum; 591 enuiim, npuxdseam; 596 622 2nuiim (mo-4ecro),
npuxaseam; 627, 628 anuiim, npuxdseam; 631, 633 enuiim; 639 enuiim, npuxdzeam
(110-HOBO); NpuUKA36aM, NPUKA3Z6AM OKAMe, 24K 'AMa He e KYIMYpPHO; Ol 214bm a ia
eyuam; 1281 opamum, 2puiim (Muoro psjko); 1285 evauiiv; Berkovica 640 anvuiive;
1298 epuuimv; 1299 enuiime; 1301 npuxdazseame ‘paszroapsme’, 2nuum ‘ToBops’; 1303
enuuim; 1304 npuxazeam, enuii; 1306 apui; 1311 enuiim; 1312 epuiive; 1314 enuiime;
1315 apuiim; Belograd¢ik 77 6vbpem, evaurim; 116 evauiim; 119 enuiimo; 122 enuiive,
npuxdseam, bvopem; U cu erudne oedmama; Ovieapcku 2oauvn; ceoim cu myka u cu
2vauLime; cmotl MAHKo 0a no2nvume; maxd 6u npuxdzsam; ovopd ¢ n'éza; 123 anuiimo
cu; 124 2puiimo; 125 apuiivo cu; 126 enuuimo; 127 spéeum, anuuim; 128 aruiimo; 129
anvulMo, bvopemo, npukdssame; 142 ovopeme, evauime, npuxazeame; 143 (as per pt.
122) apurime, npuxdzeam, 6vopem; M cu enudne osdmama; 6vr2apcKu 2vauvim; ceoum
cu myxa u cu evauume; Cmoi MAHKO 0a no2ivuliMe; makd eu npuxdzeam; o6vopd c
n’éza; 147 vnuuime, npuxdseam, ovopem; 149 enuiim; 551, 552 epésum, enuiin; 554
anuuim; 555 epésum, anuiim; 560 anunim; 566 enuumo; 570, 574 anuiin; 578 epésumo,
anuuimo, ovopam; 579 evruiine; Lom 146 6v6pem, 2vnurim, npuxazsam; Kula 92 aruiim,
ovopenm; 95, 96, 97 anuiive, 6vopeme (Hail-nosara nyma e npuxdseame); 112 anuiine,
ovopeme (Hall-nHoBata nyma e npuxdseéame); 115 apuuim; Vidin 114, 117 apuuim; 135
ovopem, enuiime; 136, 137 6vopem, opmysam, anuvim; e mam 6v0pd ¢ edna; opmysam
K60 Ju He; evauumo cu; 139 6vbpeme, evauume, npukazeame; 140 6v6pem, opmysam,
2vauLm ~ 2uLMm.

In addition, there are several points in 5//4-NW where the verb euiuyn occurs
with the meaning ‘shout loudly’ (‘Buxam Bucoko’, see Map 378, cf. Montana 655,
656; Vraca 1411, 1414; Elin Pelin 2263). All of these villages are located within the
immediate or proximate vicinity of points where “z»us” is attested as a neutral verb
of speech.”’

(e) b/[A-Aeg (Map 215 ‘mpukazBam’) — *gwlceti is not attested.
(f) 5/]A-Trans (Map 312 ‘npuxaszsam’) — *gwlcéti unattested.

2.2.2.2 Evidence for *gnlééti and other neutral verba dicendi in other sources for
Bulgarian dialects

The survey given here covers only a representative sample of sources for Bul-
garian dialects. The focus is primarily upon geographically defined idioms for which
lexical material has been collated in dictionary form, although reflexes of “vocalic”
liquids and the relevant sections on verbal morphology were also consulted in a vari-
ety of other sources. Wherever possible, the material is correlated with the evidence
of BJIA.

3¢ At the time of publication of 5/J4-NW, “Montana” was still named “Mixajlovgrad”.
3 For unglossed examples of *gwl/cdéti in isolated points in Montana and Vraca, see our
discussion on p. 42 of data from Tomopos, 1936.
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Map 6. Distribution of *gw/¢éti- in the neutral meaning ‘npuxassam, ropops’ in
Bulgarian

(No map in BJA)

1. Kapanci (o-dial.). 2. Ssrt (o-dial.). 3. Belograd¢ik, Berkovica (some Transitional dial.). 4.
Svoge. 5. Ixtiman (MnagenoB 1967). 6. Trojan, Sevlievo. 7. Karlovo. 8. S. Pavlikjan, N. Ce.
Rhodope. 9. Swéanli (Bosymxues 1971). All as attested in BJIA, except 5, 9. Emigré dialects in
S. Ukraine: Los¢inovki (Fakija-Thracian) and Suvorovo (Mizija Zagorci). Mizija émigré dia-
lect in Romania (Mnazneros 1993). Istanbul-Sumen Fakija émigré dialect of Canakéa ([enues
1979).

The macro-dialect affiliations here are as per Stojkov (CroiikoB 1968), cf. NE
“Balkan”, NE “Mizija” (o-dialect type), SE (“Rup”’), SW (where the critical feature is
*0 > -a-, cf. 0ab, together with ekavian reflex of jat’), NW where the critical features
are *¢ > -»-, together with ekavian reflex of jat’), Transitional (where the critical
feature is *¢ > -u-, as in Serbian). Rup dialects can be further subdivided into Western
Rup (Razlog, Goce Delcev), various Rhodope dialects, Strandza, and North Thracian,
as well as dialects situated outside of Bulgaria (cf. eastern Macedonian Aegean/Ser-
Drama, South Thracian).

2.2.2.3 Northeast dialects (Mizija type)

Silistra “Grebenci” (primarily the village of Pozarevo) (Koues 1969). When de-
scribing phonological differences in the 1% sg. pres. form, Kocev (112) cites ews ué
‘ykopsiBaM, MbMps~ as characteristic of the Silistra region as a whole. Since 5/[A-NE
indicates npuxazeam as the neutral verb of speech for most dialects of the Silistra re-
gion, including Pozarevo (NW pt. 42), we may infer that *gw»lcéti has been restricted
here to its marked usage.
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Mizija (émigré dialects in Romania) (Mmanenos 1993). Mladenov documents
the presence of *gwlceéti, as well two other neutral verbs of neutral speech, cf. evauuim
‘mpukazBame, pasrosapsime’ (Voeras$t) 315; dywmwem ‘ToBOpsi, Ka3Bam; MHCIS, Ipe-
nonaram’ (provenance not indicated) 315; ypmysvm (Verest, Kiseletu, Chernst) ~
xypmysvm (Vorust, Knjaza., Milosest) ~ ¢pypmyswvm (Epurest Serb) ‘roBopsi, pazrosa-
pam’ 315. Note that the shades of meaning for “xopmysa’ overlap partially with each
of the other two verbs. The coexistence of continuations of *gw/ceti and *dumati re-
calls the situation in S-Ce rhodope dialects and seems to be maintained at least in part
by subtle differences in meaning. Of particular note is the fact that “dymam” continues
to retain its original meaning (i.e., ‘think, suppose”) alongside the metaphorical one.
This is unusual, in view of the predominance of *mysl/iti in South Slavic.

Popovo (Palamarca) (Mileti¢ 1903). Mileti¢ cites only the noun gfv¢kw 93.

Preslav (Imrencevo) (ITormmBanos 1940b). In the dialect lexicon which accom-
panies his detailed “supplement” to Mileti¢’s original description of the Mizija o-
dialect, Popivanov adduces ewnus, -uw (actually probably *ewauuiu) ‘roBopst BUCOKO,
mbMps, yropsiBam’ 380. Compare 5/JA-NE (pt. 1803), where the basic verb of speech
is represented by wypmywwmu (*xortuva-).

Razgrad (Kapanci) (MirageroB 1985). In a brief, but highly informative listing
of distinctive Kapanci dialect vocabulary, Mladenov (336) cites vz 'y ‘kapam ce,
JaBaM HacTamieHus, HanmbTcTBYBaM’, with the following examples Ac kom com u
maixw v evayus (“Since I'm her mother, I’'m scolding/instructing [?] her’), v 'uvm
Mo cunyeeme (‘My sons are telling me what to do”). According to 5/JA-NE, opmysam
is the basic verb of speech in Razgrad dialects, although two “Kapanci” villages
(Senovo 911, Krivnja 912) exhibit e»vruw as a variant.

Razgrad (Xbrcoi) (Anrenosa 1931). Angelova makes no mention of *gwl/céeti in
her comparatively brief list of reflexes of vocalic */I/ (p. 139), nor in the examples for
palatalized -7’- (ibid.).

Sumen, Ssrt (Mileti¢ 1903). Mileti¢ makes no reference to *gwlcéti in his de-
scription of the reflexes of vocalic */1/, nor in the verbal morphology of the Sumen
Sort dialect (for givckw, cf. Popovo, above). Kocev, however, adduces the 1% sg. pres.
form 2vun for Sumen in the contrast to the Silistra type 2w 'ué (see above). It is not
quite clear whether the pejorative gloss noted above also applies to the example from
Sumen.

Sert émigré (Northern Dobrudza) (Gorna Camurla) (Jlo6pesa 1986). In the ex-
cerpts from Dobreva’s dissertation which we consulted, the following example was
cited to illustrate the simple “statement of fact” narrative aorist — 7o owd udcw
2o 'ud (3sg. aor.), ac kynay (1 sg. aor.) 239. The meaning appears to be neutral, i.e.,
‘He talked for two hours, while I hoed’.

2.2.2.4 Northeast dialects (Stara Planina type)

Elena (ITerkoB 1974). Petkov’s extensive dictionary (ca. 170 pp.) contains no
entry for *gwiceti, *bvbri-, *veleti, *vréveti, but provides evidence for two neutral
verbs of speech (*dumati, *xortuva-) and one (*gwvgre-), which also can convey a
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more intimate, deprecatory tone,*® cf. dymwm ‘ToBOps, Kazsam’, Himom my 0éiiou 3w
ovped (‘I'm telling him to go for wood”) 37 (note that this sentence actually exempli-
fies the meaning of Bg kazeam); ‘Hapuuam, umenyBam’ Ménv mv oymvm Cmyiiéne
37; cf. noun oyma, Ihwmoem oyma (‘slander’) 37; hypmywom ‘nipuka3Bam, TOBOPS,
cbBeTBaM’, Cyurnvll Mb KoKO mu hypmywom néma 0w 30vprvut (‘Listen to what I'm
saying and/so you won’t get confused’) 163; evep » ‘ToBOps, pasroBapsm; Ob0ps’,
Cuea nuoéi mu evep v, wv cne 30; evepum ce ‘TOBOpUM cH, O0pUM cn’, Yu 108vll,
Kyedmy cu xviindx 0v cu evepum (‘[SThe’ll come by when [s]he gets” an urge to have
a chat’) 30. Also of particular interest is the verb 36ypywwum, which has two mean-
ings, cf. 1) ‘Ha cOop cbM, Ha maHaup (farmer s market, fair); 2) ‘roBopst MHOTO’, €.2.,
Cmulea 36ypyws, oaii pém u nv opyeu da xaxcom néwny 44. The second meaning
here is remarkable inasmuch as the collective testimony of 5//4 and our other sources
indicates that “360pysam” does not occur as a verb of speech (marked or otherwise)
outside of Western dialects. One fundamental feature which distinguishes the Erkec
dialect from neighboring Stara Planina and Mizija dialects alike is the reflex -c- for
both *» and *q. If in fact not related to the generally accepted etymological origin
of “360pysam” as a “Balkan” verb of speech, perhaps this use of the verb here is a
secondary development involving metonymic extension from the primary meaning of
“300pysam‘ in the local dialect (i.e., ‘attending the market; marketing’ > ‘bargaining’
> ‘talking a lot”).

Erkec (Delceva unpublished ms.).** Deléeva’s recent study of the Erke¢ lexicon
lists gal ‘¢ “to nag’, Mdjka gal ¢ése; prikazka ‘speech, dialect’, cf. Priskata sccstata,
nosieta — scestata ‘(They have) the same dialect (way of speakmg) and the same
clothes (as us)’; “Ulou” duma siga (“Now he says he means tin’ or perhaps ‘Now he’s
calling it ulow’); “Urki” mu dumame (‘We call the evil eye urki’, cf. *u-roki); Samsir
mu kazwam’e; brus mu wikam’e (“We call a whetstone brus’). There is also one ex-
ample of *govori-, cf. zad garbee ni govor "at. B/JA-NE indicates forms of *prikazvam
in all 27 Erkec villages (with variants in *xortuva- for only two points).

Erke¢ (T'eopruer 1907; Croiikos 1956). Neither Georgiev, nor Stojkov make any
reference to *gwl/céti in their brief remarks on the Erkec lexicon. The verb is also
absent in Georgiev’s list of reflexes of vocalic */I/ (p. 184-185), whereas 2osop’d is
cited elsewhere (p. 197).

Karlovo (Vojnjagovo) (Panes 1977). Ralev’s dialect description includes an ex-
tensive lexicon (pp. 102—189), which cites the following forms of *gwlcéti: evnuw,
evauuut, evaudn (sans gloss) 40; evaus ‘roBops, npukassam’ 115, Koruum (KOIKoTO
IBTH) Cb CPEUWHDNL, BUSOEH SIUBN U HU Cb HbebAYA8bIN — Y Ay CUTLO JHCb YOy MBI,
‘cpBATBaM HAKOTO 115, Ibauul 2y 0v cb 6pvuums Hb8pému, Yu ce ny CyKdyumu
ckumopu mea evuuuxy*® umé ‘Advise (tell) him to get back on time, ‘cause that
damn kid likes to wander around the streets’ 115. Of special interest here is the use

3% Note that somewhat to the east of the Elena dialect, *gngre- is used as a neutral verb of
speech in three o-dialects in the vicinity of Kotel.

3 The Erke¢ dialect exhibits a series of accentual, phonetic, and lexical traits which tend
to associate it more closely with Rup or Mizija dialects than with other dialects of the Stara
Planina type, to which it is traditionally assigned.

4 From eaoicous, a regionalism of obscure origin (see BEP 1: 111).
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of the Slavic Aktionsart formation in nagwvlcavati se, for which the perfective is also
cited, cf. nvevauv cv (as an example of “H3BbpHIIaBaHE HA NEHCTBUETO J0 HAcHUTA”).
Cognate nominal forms are also adduced, cf. e1vu, envuxs 21. Not attested are *du-
mati, *duma; *vréveti; *veleti, *govoriti, *lafuva-, *svboruva-. There is an entry for
*prikazova-, *prikaza-, cf. npuxdzoom, npuxdda ‘npuxasam; ogymBam (i.e., ‘slan-
der’)’, but it is interesting that the only example provided illustrates the specifically
pejorative meaning, with direct object governance, cf. Hu nycu moo ayu cyxmdit, bmv
HU npuKxdzoo y’'drmy cuné 156. The secure position of *gwldéti as a neutral verb of
speech in the Vojnjagovo dialect is confirmed by the testimony of 5/[4-SW, which
indicates ew1un without variant for pt. 3017.

Kazanlvk (Enina) (Kutumos 1970). Kitipov’s relatively detailed lexicon (pp.
107-152) contains no entries for *gwlceti, *dumati, *bvbre-, *lafi-, but documents
ypmysvm ‘ToBOps, yoexxnasam’, Ypmysvm, vmv kot mb uyewv 143, as well as the cog-
nate fem. noun ypsms ‘crbapaHe He KEHUTE Ha yiauIara Ha npukaskn’ 143. On the
other hand, the Turkish loanword /af and the onomatopoeic base *bwvbr- are repre-
sented only by their nominal forms, cf. respectively zag ‘myma, roBopene’, Kvorcu
uoun nagh 127, and Opomw 6éue cmdnwvie, ny nom sm cv uysw 6voup (‘the murmur
of voices’) 110. Since the village of Enina is situated in the quadrant of 5/[4-SE (cf.
pt. 2461), Kitipov’s data thus shed light on a dialect which is not represented in 5/J4
for this question. According to 5//4-NE, dialects immediately to the north in Gabrovo
and Trjavna show a preponderance of “npuxasea”, but a small number of points to the
immediate north of Trjavna exhibit ypmyswvm, just as in Enina (cf. pts. 2418, 2427).

Kotel (ITerpo 1911). Petrov’s exceedingly brief lexical notes include no refer-
ence to *gwlcéti, cf. rather the noun xypams ‘crOpaHU HAKOIKO AYIIH, 32 1a pabOTAT
" mpakas3Bar’ 222.

Nikopol (émigré dialect in Romania) (Miranenos 1993). Mladenov cites the two
variants ypvmum, ypmysvm ‘ToBopuMm, npukassam’ 238. In 5/J4-NW, we also find
both of these forms in the vicinity of Nikopol, sometimes in variation with “npuxasz-
eam’.

Pleven (Trestenik) (EBcraruesa 1971). Evstatieva’s detailed dialect lexicon (pp.
151-243) attests *gwlceti only in its pejorative sense (‘scold’), cf. evdus ‘kapam ce’,
He 2vauu’ 0oemémo ma 165. At least one other semantically relevant verb of speech
(*xoroti-, *xortuva-) is represented in a more neutral meaning, cf. opomw, opmysam
‘mpuKasBam, ropopsi’, /Jeéme opamua (‘talking, conversing’) kpaii pamuuxs 204. In
addition, one of the glosses for “dymam’ suggests that it can also be used in a similar
meaning (cf. dymam ‘xazsam, roBops’ 169), although the examples cited take an ex-
plicit or implict dicendum, cf. A3 my 0ymam (‘am telling’), ma xott mv» cnywa 169, Keu'
epo3nu oymu my oyma (‘spoke, said’) 169. One of the derived nouns also indicates a
more general meaning, cf. 0yman’e ‘roBopene’ (as well as the customary 0yus ‘myma,
cioBo’) 169. B/JA-NW Trastenik (pt. 725) shows only npukdssam (without variation
or commentary).

Popovo (Braknica) (deruer). Dencev’s limited lexical selection of “distinctive”
vocabulary reveals no examples of “c»rus”. This village is not incoroporated in 5/JA-
NE.
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Sevlievo (Krwvenik) (Koaues 1970). The entry for *gwnlcéti in Kovacev’s lexi-
cal material (pp. 8-52) indicates that this verb is used in both neutral and pejorative
senses, cf. evuw ‘ToBOps; MBMpst Hsikoro (scold)’, Mdamb mw evaur 116. There are no
listings for *dumati, *bvbre-, *guvgre-, *xortuva-, or *lafuva-, although we do find
nagh ‘myma, pasroBop’, ym adagh wv aag u mpvxkuv 29. B/IA-NE indicates only npu-
xasevm for Krevenik (pt. 2396), perhaps since only the pejorative sense of “cwaun”
was detected by the investigators.

Teteven (CroitueB 1915). Stojcev’s extensive dialect dictionary contains no entry
for *gwlceti, but the verb is cited in the sections on verbal morphology (cf. e7ua [un-
glossed], enu’dx, enu’dn, enudn, enuy imv. enud-wma 93) and the reflexes of vocalic
*1/ (cf. anui Tet. ~ canuiwm G. Zeljazna, enudsa Tet. ~ canudsa G. Zel. 17). It is
possible that the presence of *gw/ceti in the Teteven dialect has contributed to the cre-
ation of what appears to be a hybrid formation with *glvtati ‘swallow’, cf. eikna, -ew
‘Ila IpecTaHe Ja Iiada OT KpalfHO MCTOIaBaHe W OMaj aBaHe Ha IachT’ 252. Since
BJIA-NW indicates “ewv1un” as a neutral verb of speech in one village with a Teteven
é-dialect (pt. 2306) and one immediately adjacent village (pt. 2307), it is possible that
Stojéev’s verb also could convey such a meaning.

Trojan (KoBauer 1968). Kovacev’s dialect dictionary (pp. 161-243) includes the
entry ewrus ‘mipukasBam, ToBops® 197, as well as evep v ‘mpukazBam’ 197, Cmuea
cmu evepwau, vmu cnému 197. In addition we find the noun za¢ ‘nyma, pasrosop’,
o cu pv36upém yo nagom cued 212, Cvopdanu cv nv adag myvoem (cf. Tk laf muhab-
beti) 212. There are no entries for *bwbre- (but cf. 6vOpuUyb “YoBEK, KOUTO TPUKaA3-
BaM MHOro’) 192), nor for *duma-, *xortuva-/*xorati-, *zboruva-. The presence of
“evaun” in neutral usage is consistent with the testimony of 5/]4-NW for a cluster
of villages surrounding the town of Trojan, although this same source cites no vari-
ants with “ewepe” for Trojan (note that such forms are not cited only in two villages
to the south, near Karlovo, see BJIA-SW 3011 6v6pum cu, 3014 6v6pum cu, evauum
‘mo-ctapo’)’. According to Stojkov (CrotikoB 1968: 73—74) Trojan is one of the few
regions where the “old Bulgarian” population has not been replaced by settlers from
other parts of the Stara Planina.

Sevlievo, Trojan, Teteven (ITormuBaroB 1962). In his brief summary of the dis-
tinguishing characteristics of these central Stara Planina dialects, Popivanov (pp.
165—183) notes several distinctive lexical items, including vy ‘roBops’ 179, but
does not indicate its specific provenance. Once again, the inclusion of Sevlievo in
this domain is not consistent with the testimony of 5//4-NW, but is supported by the
testimony from the village of Krsvenik just cited above.

Veliko Ternovo (town) (I's010B 1896). Gubjuv’s list of 13 roots with vocalic */1/
does not include *gwlceéti (p. 463).

2.2.2.5 Southeast dialects (Rup type)
2.2.2.5.1 West Rup

Goce Delcev/Nevrokop (Mupues 1936). Mircev’s discussion of reflexes of vocal-
ic */1/ is of little diagnostic worth for our present purposes, since it contains only three
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items, cf. ykwayadm, o viau’'kd, cansum’e 36. Nor is there any reference to *gwl/ceti
in the comparatively brief, yet highly informative glossary. The latter, however, does
include several notable verbs of speech with commentary, cf. e/ 117 (used most
frequently in the 3sg. pres. as a substitute for kaoice, kae), 6pés’e ‘xazBam, IpUKa3BaM,
roBops’ 123 (“I'maronbT € MHOTO OOMKHOBEH 110 TOBOpHTE Ha Iisiita M3Trouna Maxkeno-
Hus”, an observation which echoes Sapkarev’s previous claim), 366pyéeam ‘roopst’
117. Mircev’s citation of *vréveti in such a wide employ constitutes the easternmost
attestation of this verb and is thus of historical significance for determining the SW
delimitation of *gwlcéti at a stage prior to the collection of data for 5/[4, inasmuch
as *vreveti seems to have served as an in-group, expressive verbum dicendi among
speakers of dialects which lacked *gw/ceti for this purpose. This historical value of
Mircev’s testimony is even more apparent when we compare it to that of 5J4-SW,
which indicates primarily “npuxazeam” (SE Goce Delcev, i.e., mainly to the east of the
Mesta river), “npuxascysam’ (most villages to the N of the town, including Miréev’s
Ognenovo, pt. 4563), “opamum” (4 pts. in the north, including Mir¢ev’s Baldevo, pt.
4560), “nragosam” (SW pts., including Miréev’s DélCevo, pt. 4556). Several villages
in 5/[4-SW also attest “360posam” (including Mirc¢ev’s TeSovo, pt. 4588), but “gpe-
su-"1s cited only in 2 pts. (4122, 4125) of the southern Razlog type, situated farther
up the Mesta valley beyond the northern limit of the Goce Delcev dialect region (in
variation with “360posam’) and in 1 pt. (4555) on the western fringe of Goce Deléev
(in variation with “zagoean”). It would thus appear that in Mir¢ev’s time, the Nevro-
kop (i.e., Goce Delcev) dialect operated with two colloquial verbs of speech (epés’e
and 300pyoeam) and that this state of affairs also characterized outlying villages of the
S. Razlog type (the latter were explicitly excluded by Mircev from consideration for
the Nevrokop dialect) and continues today in 5//4-SW pts. 4122, 4125 (whereas the
core Razlog dialect pts. of the Razlog-Bansko basin exhibit only *0yma-). The poten-
tial status of suffixed derivatives of *prikazati in Miréev’s day can not be determined,
since he makes no specific mention of them.

Razlog (Bansko) (Moxeposn, . u K. 1954; Bensrosa 1997). There is no attes-
tation of *gw/céti in the list of 17 roots with vocalic */I/ which is found in the gram-
matical introduction to the collection of folktales assembled by the Molerov brothers.
The verb is also not listed in Veljanova’s monographic lexicon of the Bansko dialect,
which tends to focus more upon distinctive nominal vocabulary.

Razlog (Monepor 1905, AnekcueB 1931). Neither Aleksiev’s description of the
Razlog dialect, nor Molerov’s study of its “double” accentuation contain any refer-
ence to *gwlceti. Molerov cites 1sg. pres. 6vpoope, 3ab6vpoope (sans gloss) 177.

2.2.2.5.2 Rhodope

Central Rhodope (CroitaeB 1965). The first and most extensive installment of
Stojéev’s three-part “Rhodope Dictionary” (Pomoricku peunuk, see CroiiueB 1965,
1970, 1983) is devoted primarly to the Central Rhodope region (see 57 2: 119-315),
where we find “ewrun” attested in a variety of local dialects with different reflexes
of vocalic */1/, cf. 2an’uém (Davidkovo/Ardino),*" (“Pas”, probably a misprint for

* The corresponding pt. 4210 in 5//A-SE has -»- as the reflex of vocalic /l/.
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“Pis”, = Pisanica/ Smoljan),”2 Padina/Ardino 142; 261 "uém, 36upame ca 6eltep0 ma
xmu 261 'wen (Smoljan, Ardino, Asenovgrad, Manastlr/Smoljan Devm) 146; e uém
(Orexovec/Ardino = SW pt. 4651, Bani Lrdza/Ardino = lacking in 5/[4, Zlatograd
= SE pt. 4758, Pavelsko/Xvojna = lacking in 5//4, Xvojna = SW pt. 4171) 149. Col-
lation of two separate entries reveals a rare instance of variation between *gwl/ceti
and *dumati, cf. 2an’vwém 142, dymém ‘roBops’ 155 (Xambardere, Ardino). Stojcev’s
materials also provide rare evidence of the pejorative use of *xorati-/*xoratova-, cf.
Xopamém ‘ToBOps, IprKazBam’, but also pejoratively ‘mprkasBam JIOIIH, HEIPUSITHU
IyMH, 310¢n0Bs”, Humou xopamu caxiea dymu (Smoljan, etc.) 296; xopam 6eam (=
xopamem) (Smoljan) 296; fem. noun xopamo ‘noma nyma, ximroka’, Humdi kdsea
eonéma xopamo (Smoljan, Ardino, Asenovgrad) 296. 5/][A-SW provides no evidence
for *xorati-, etc, in CeRhod, except on the northern periphery, cf. Asenovgrad (pts.
4175, 4178). On the other hand, the wide attestation of */afi-/*lafova- is consistent
with the witness of 5/[4-SW, cf. nd¢gém ‘roBops, npukazsam’ (mainly among Bulgari-
an Muslims), Humou mu adgu, iiyndue 198; nagposam (Smoljan, Ardino, Asenovgrad,
Madan, Devin) 198; cf. also the base noun za¢ ‘myma, mbnBa, pukaska’, Humoume
npasu nag! (Smoljan Ardino, Asenovgrad, Madan, Devin, Mg), ‘obemanue’, Jdmu
ca ﬂaqb Ha momuueno 198. The verb *gwgre- is attested only in its expressive meaning,
cf. 2oep’am ‘nwpuops, Opwinoness’ (Slavejno.) 145. There are no entries for *vrévi-,
*zboruva-.

Devin (Mugla) (CroiikoB 1970). Stojkov’s discussion of verbal morphology
includes the following present tense paradigm of *vrévéti *gwlcéti (sans gloss): ué
2dnuem, mu 2aa4uuL, mo 244y, He 2aayume, ée 2aiyume, mé 2anuém 66.

Krumovgrad (Tixomir) (KabacarnoB 1963). There is no listing for *gw/éeti in
Kabasanov’s brief dialect lexicon.

Smoljan (Mom¢ilovci) (Kabacanos 1956). Kabasanov cites 26nuq ‘roBops’ 72,
and also the noun eonuesa ‘mym, ropop’ (Kanesa-Hukomosa 2001: 19). Kaneva-Niko-
lova’s study shows that Kabasanov’s forms are still in use nearly fifty years later, cf.
2on’va ‘ToBOpsA’ 162, I'0n'uam xu 0a cu ymeapa ouune na uémpu (here used in the
sense ‘tell’); cf. fem. noun 2o "ugea ‘BMCOKO M LIIyMHO TOBOpEHE’, Yy iie 2yn "éna
2on’vasa 162. These examples are 1mp0rtant since they show that a pejorative mean-
ing in a noun such as “eonuasa” does not necessarily imply the existence of this
meaning in the verb.

Southeast Rhodope (CroitueB 1983), West Rhodope (CtotiueB 1970). These in-
stallments of Stojéev’s Rhodope dictionary contain no entries for *gwlcéti or *du-
mati.

2.2.2.5.3 Pavlikjan

Pavlikjan dialects (from the “Paulician” Catholic heresy) constitute a particular
type within Bulgarian. They are commonly believed to have originated in the SE
Rhodope region, but their present geographical distribution is as follows: (a) S. Pav-
likjan (several villages in the general vicinity of Plovdiv and to its north); (b) N. Pav-

2 The corresponding pt. 4652 in 5/J4-SW has -6- as the reflex of -».
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likjan (near the Danube in the vicinity of Nikopol); (c) Banat (in SW Romania); (d)
near Bucharest. The migration from northern Bulgaria to Romania was undertaken
following the Ciprovec rebellion of 1688. At a subsequent date, some of the Banat
Pavlikjans returned to Bulgaria, settling near Nikopol.

South Pavlikjan (5/[A-SW). Since no published material of any significance on
S. Pavlikjan has appeared since Mileti¢ 1912,* for the sake of comparison we repeat
the data from 5/JA-SW to demonstrate the use of “ewviusn” as a neutral verb of speech,
cf. 3028 *2wvauw, 3035 ewvauwn, npuxazyvm; 3037, 3040 3040a *evaus; 3665 eviua;
3717 evaua.

North Pavlikjan (Hememaer 1994). In his lexical notes, NedelCev cites the marked
usage of “ewaun” for ‘scolding’, cf. ewaur ‘kapa ce, mpMpu’, whereas “xopmyea” is
used in a neutral sense, cf. ypmysvm ‘ToBOps1, paszroBapsim’ 362.

Banat Pavlikjan (CroiixoB 1968). In his exhaustive dictionary of the Banat di-
alect (more than 400 pp.), Stojkov makes no mention of *gwlcéti, but cites rather
Xypmyeam ‘M3puyam, IPOU3HACUM AyMu’ JJumémy Xypmyea na mvHKy; ‘pasroBapam,
npukasBaM’ 3Hail 0a xypmyeéa mauépck’u ‘yroeapsM, criopasymsiBam ce’ /[ouam y
MyMBIMaA cv3 evoadpe u myadz xypmysam eyoéxca 265; dialect glosses kazeam, puus
265; 0ymam ‘ToBopst; Mucis, cMatam’ pp. 74. The data for related nouns of speech are
as follows: Banat xypmw f. ‘nyma’ 265, Brdwka xypms, Kok 'é ca xypmuvime na mdsvi
necms? Hu pasméea 6vneapck ‘ume xypmol 265; 0yma («HOB.»), Tyii u naik éncka
oyma 74; péu ‘roBop, roBopene; nyma’ 205, dialect glosses 0yma, xypmwv 205.

Bucharest Pavlikjan (cf. Popest-Leorden, Coplja) (Mmazenos 1993). On the ba-
sis of Mladenov’s lexical notes, we may conclude that the Bucharest Pavlikjan system
of verba dicendi is similar to that of North Pavlikjan, cf. ewruu ‘kapa ce, mpmpn’,
ypmysvm ‘TOBOPs, pasroBapsim’ 362.

Comparative analysis of the differences in the four branches of the Pavlikjan
dialect reveals several interesting facts. First, S. Pavlikjan (i.e., the branch which
is situated closer to the putative homeland of the Pavlikjan dialect) has retained
*gvlceti, the Ce Rhodope ‘speak’ lexeme of Slavic origin. Second, the other branches
of Pavlikjan reflect a later stage, in which *xortuva- has replaced *guwl/cééti as the basic
verb of speech, although N. Pavlikjan and Bucharest Pavlikjan have retained *gwlcéti
in the sense ‘scold, mutter’, whereas this verb is now lacking in the Banat dialect.
Third, since the Banat Pavlikjans emigrated to Romania after the Ciprovec rebellion
of 1688, thereby severing direct linguistic ties with their fellow Bulgarians, it would
appear that the late 17™ c. constitutes the terminus ad quem for the introduction and
entrenchment of *xortuva- (this is consistent with the evidence of 17"-century Bul-
garian vernacular Damascene texts from the West Central Stara Planina region, see
2.3.6). Fourth, at least the Banat dialect has at some point acquired or developed
*dumati as a verb of speech, albeit one which warrants less attention than *xortuva-.
Fifth, whereas *xor(o)ta serves as the basic word for ‘word, speech’ in Banat, *duma
is deemed to be more recent.

# Note that only pt. 3665 (General Nikolaevo) and pt. 3717 (Sekirovo) retain the charac-
teristic “Rup” feature of initial stress in the 1sg. present form.
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2.2.2.5.4 North Thracian

Plovdiv (Cesnegivoro) (IToreeoperes 1907) Popgeorgiev provides a detailed list
of words containing reflexes of vocalic */1/, but cites no forms of *gw/céti. Elsewhere,
we find the 3pl. aorist or imperfect form ypmysaa 425. This is consistent with the
evidence of 5/[4-SW (pt. 3701), for which “ypmysa” is indicated as a neutral verb of
speech.

Xaskovo (town) (dmmvues, Kroaumesa 1970). The authors provide no entry for
*gvlceti, *dumati, or other potentially neutral verbs of speech, but do cite pejorative
*gvgre-, cf. 2vep’» ‘MOCTOSHHO I'bIYa HIKOTO, TOCTOSHHO fHocaxaam’ 66, Cmuzs cu
Mo evepun! 66, as well as the noun zag ‘pasroBop, npukaszuu’ 78.

Xaskovo (Nova Nadezda) (XpuctoB 1956). Xristov provides no evidence of
*gwlceti in the discussion of reflexes of vocalic */I/, nor in the small lexicon (ca. 18

pages).
2.2.2.5.5 South Thracian (NE Aegean Greece and European Turkey)

Dedeagac (Dervent) (bosimkues 1970). According to the oral tradition of its orig-
inal inhabitants (who now reside in Elxovo SE Bg), the village of Dervent was origi-
nally founded by settlers from Krusevo, which is situated to the NE of Solun. This
circumstance would serve to explain the presence of SE Mac features in the dialect,
such as p»360ii 237 and the masc. def. sg. desinence -ym.* The E Mac origin of the
dialect is also manifested in the form npukwu3uv ‘npukassane, gymun’. Thus it is not
surprising that Bojadziev’s brief contrastive dialect dictionary (pp. 223-245) does not
list continuations of *dumati or *gwlceti, although the absence of *vréveti and *veleti
is somewhat unexpected. Instead we find ypom s ‘roBopst’, T'a maoey ypomu 240,
ypmowvm ‘ToBopst’, Tu ypmoewil ceea 241. This verb appears to have been acquired due
to contact with other Thracian dialects, a circumstance which would also explain the
presence of the Rup -ova- suffix (as opposed to -uva- or -va-) in the variant ypmowvu.
The particular example cited for *prikaz(v)va- suggests that the dialect speaker may
be adapting his speech to that of the investigator, cf. 27 niie 63 6ac (cniopen Bac) ndx
mwkd npuxdzevme (‘According to you we also speak that way”) 225.

Gjumurdzina (Swcanli) (bosmkues 1971). In his richly documented lexicon,
Bojadziev cites ew7 'un ‘ToBOps, mpukazBam’ 20, s 'usm ny 0 'yk ‘anemy (‘People are
talking in the stores’), ‘kapam ce’ Om’ 2v1 wuw deydmw (‘“Why are you scolding the
children?”). Also of particular interest is the entry dymwm ‘roBopsi, ka3Bam’ 25, Mupuy
nymdyum oymwvuse (spoke to) (folksong; note dat. pl. of ‘Pomak”), especially when this
verb is used in the sense ‘to speak a language’, cf. TVpyxymy c 0 dme yuvm mypyxy ov
0ymw 25, as well as its original sense ‘mucns’, cf. Hed 'dn n’an u cu 0ymwa 25. Further
meanings of “aymam” in this dialect include ‘Hapuuam, umenyBam’ Tvxd My 0YMbXDB;
‘KJIeBeTsI, pasnpansim’ Ho nynpén’iku, Hb MediCU, Hb Opy U Hb ¢ dKbOe U OYMbIl,
uu cv» cpvenusu 25. In addition we find npukdszevm (literary form), npuxdazysewvm (the

* The EMac desinence *-ot occurs only in unstressed position, elsewhere we generally
find -»m, which is the more common Rup ending.
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dialect form -ova- with vowel reduction?) ‘ropops’,* Ha c’a npuxdzevm cvc mébe,
BMb H AMbM Mail MUCT® 0b mu npukdzevm 73; H'dmw kvko 0v 6u npukdsyevm 713;
NpUKbLCK® ‘TOBOP, €3WK; MpUKa3Ka’; npuxdszyevhe ‘mipuka3Bane’ 73. While there is
no entry for *govoriti, we do find the unusual impfv. formation péxysm, péxysom
(from pexw). Boajdziev’s glossary thus provides important evidence for the usage of
*gvlceti as a basic verb of speech in SouthThracian dialects, notably those situated in
close proximity to the southeastern Rhodopes. The semantic overlap of “evrus” and
“oymam” is only partial, since both verbs can mean ‘rosops’, but there seems to be
a distinction between *gw/céti ‘npuxaspawm; talk’ (i.e., ‘occupy oneself with talking”)
and *dumati ‘xa3Bawm; tell’ (i.e., ‘convey one’s intention, express one’s thoughts’).

Lozengrad (ITaBmoa, 1988). Pavlova’s discussion of accentual alternations in-
cludes a reference to *gwlcéti, cf. evin unb ~ eva udx (sec. 4.12). Although the Lozen-
grad dialect exhibits a mixture of SW (Fakija) and SE Bg traits (contrast respectively
Isg. siac with initial stress in both forms of the imperative 3dnwviu, 3dnviume), the
presence of palatalized -7’- in the forms of *gwlcéti is probably attributable to the
presence of the Rup Strandza dialect element, an assertion which is consistent with
the presence of *gw/céti in the latter region (v.s.).

Asia Minor (Mandsr) (LlanoBa 1986). Consultation of the chapter on accentua-
tion in Canov’s dissertation yielded the following unglossed examples of *gwlcéti:
Isg. pres. evlu’s 168, evlu s 185, 2sg. pres. *evlu uw’, 1sg. aor., 1sg. impf. *evlu’dh
185.

In addition to these sources, we have consulted the descriptions of reflexes of vo-
calic */1/ and verbal morphology for all the relevant chapters in Bojadziev’s detailed,
monographic survey and atlas of S. Thracian dialects (bosmxue 1991), but have
found no examples of *gwlceti.

2.2.2.5.6 Strandza

Our principal source for this dialect region (I'opoB 1962) provides important
evidence for the areal domain of *gwlcéti (at least in its marked usage) to the east
of the Rhodopes. In the lexicon (pp. 64—159) we find evue ‘xapam ce’, @amaii cu
pdbomama 00 8p ‘éme, ue mamko mu ute me 2vauy ‘do a bit of work once in a while
or your father will give you a talking to (scold you)’ 78. In the section on verbal mor-
phology, we have pres. eviue, evauuut, evaui, imperf. evaudx, 2vau’éwe, aor. evaudx,
evaud 35. Otherwise, the basic verb of speech appears to be xypamosam ‘nipukazsam,
roBops’, [Ipyk nvk’ 0d 3udaéw kaxo xypamosawr ‘Next time you’ll know better what
to say/how to speak’ 153.% The generalized meaning of this verb is reflected in the
cognate fem. noun xypdmd ‘ToBop, nuanext’, Ha ne mé 0d ce ¢ '‘éme nd xypdmdamd ud

4 The dialect of Sucanli is not a mixed one, therefore the presence of the literary vari-
ant here can likely be attributed to the interaction between the investigator and the dialect
speaker.

P Note that in addition to the characteristic Rup -ova suffix (rather than -uva), the Strandza
form also displays the rare (and etymologically correct) -a- vowel of the second syllable of the
root (in contradistinction to the more widely attested forms with apocope or -o-, cf. “xopmysa”
and “xopomyea”).
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sdeopyume ‘I can’t seem to understand the dialect those Zagorci speak’ 153. There
are no entries for *vreveéti, *dumati.

2.2.3.1 Southwest dialects

Blagoevgrad (Padez, Lesko) Cronnos 1904, 1905). Stoilov cites no examples of
*gvlceti in his general description of the dialect (1905), nor in his study of its accen-
tuation (1904). Whereas Stoilov’s list of 20 ¢/i-verbs does not include *gwiceti, the
list of i-verbs cites cosopu (1905, p. 213).

Botevgrad (Trudovec, formerly Lbzane) (Togopos 1936). Todorov cites the in-
triguing example noeryu 120 (sans gloss), but does not identify the form. The latter
can nonetheless be determined by accentual criteria, which indicate that this is the
imperative sg. rather than a form of the aorist singular.*’ This appears to be a hypo-
choristic usage, which has sheltered “ewviun”. According to 5/[A-NW the correspond-
ing pt. 2254 is a “cxaszeam” dialect.

Botevgrad (ITommBanos 1940a); (Mmaes 1962). Il¢ev’s small dictionary (pp. 185—
205) contains no entries for *gwl/céti, *dumati, or other remarkable verbs of speech.

Botevgrad (Skravena) (Toroposa 1999). Todorova’s concise, informative lexicon
(pp- 104-133) includes an entry for *gwnlcéti in its marked usage, cf. ervua ‘ToBOps
Bucoko’ 108. In 5JA-NW (p. 242), Skravena (pt. 2252) shows npuxazeam, opyma.

Fakija (SW Bg émigré dialects in SE Bg) > Canakéa (Istanbul/Sumen) (Jlen-
4yeB 1979).4 Dencev’s brief lexical material (pp. 343-349) includes evrud ‘roopst’,
Tvaud ¢ momuémo cu 344.% Since the ancestors of Fakija dialect speakers most prob-
ably originated from south of the Stara Planina (cf. Samokov and regions to the west
thereof), this attestation is very intriguing, although we can not completely exclude
the possibility of influence from the dialect of the town of Sumen, where Canakéa
speakers occupy a small quarter.

Ixtiman (MnagenoB 1967). Mladenov’s richly documented lexicon (pp. 3—197)
includes anvua ‘roBops, mpukassam’, 51, Ha my envua, cf. also envuénu ce ‘roBopu
ce, mymu ce’, Iivuonu ce eanka 51; envunig’ npuskasnus’ S1; ervy ‘enbuka, MIyM,
BpsBa’ 51; envuka ‘BukaBuua, wym’ 51. Although the Ixtiman dialect region is not

47 Lpzane/Trudovec is situated in the zone of “semi-retracted” stress (where all prefixed
aorists are stressed on the root, see 5/J/4A-NW, map 186, where no variation is indicated for pt.
2254), but also in the zone of oxytonic stress in the imperative sg. (see 574-NW, map 192,
where no variation is indicated for pt. 2254).

8 Fakija dialects are situated in SE Bg to the west of the StrandZa region. There is con-
siderable linguistic evidence to support the ethnographic and historical indications that these
dialects originated in SW Bg (ca. 16" c.), perhaps in the general vicinity of Samokov (see
Koue 1964; Schallert 2001). The Fakija region itself served as the base for colonization into
southern Thrace (Lozengrad, Canaké&a), where speakers of the Fakija dialect often came into
close contact with speakers other dialects, then later emigrated to Ukraine (cf. probably Ter-
novka), Dobrudza, and Sumen.

4 Oxytonic, rather than initial, stress in the 1sg. pres. form is not a characteristic SW Bg
dialect feature and may reflect influence of the Mizija o-dialect of the town of Sumen, to which
Canakéa speakers emigrated in the 20® century.
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marked for *gwlcéti in 5JA-SW, one is loathe to challenge the authority of Mladenov,
an eminent and highly observant dialectologist, who worked as a school teacher for
many years in the Ixtiman region (see introduction to MnaneHos 1967). According to
BJI4-SW, for ‘mpukaszpam’ N. Ixtiman dialects usually have forms of *opamum (rarely
in variation with *npuxaszeam), whereas S. Ixtiman dialects exhibit either forms of
*6wopa or *ovopa ~ *opamum. Mladenov also lists forms of the latter two verbs (and
cognates of *opamu), cf. opama ‘npuxasBam, roBops’ 126, T’a u ne opamu. Opamu’
CU KaKeo cu Hile opamum, opamius ‘TipuKa3us, ooumrencu’ 126; opamd ‘pasroBop,
npukaspane’, Qduxme Ha opamd y HuXx ‘TOBOP, €3uK’, Taxdea cu Hu e opamdama. Toil
ce no3udea no camama opamd; 6aopa ‘roops’ 37, babpe my kaxeo ucka; 6dabpe ce
‘roBopu ce’, Ha noeo mecma ce opyzotiue b6dbpe; babpe cu ‘pa3roBapam ¢ HIKOTO’,
Céonu u cmywail kakeo cu b6abpem.

Ixtiman (Dolna Banja) (Togopos 1936). Not listed in 5//4-SW, Dolna Banja is
presently a small town located several kms. south of Ixtiman and to the east of Raduil
(Samokov). Todorov cites eruuime 120 (without gloss).

Kjustendil (Ymiencku 1965). There is no reference to *gwulcéti in Umlenski’s
detailed monograph of the Kjustendil dialect in its regional varieties, cf. Kjustendil
Pijanec, Pol¢ane, Kamenica, Kraiste (the last-named being a Transitional dialect).

Kjustendil Polcane (bosmxueB 1932). Neither Bojadziev’s lexicon (pp. 320—
329), nor his summary of reflexes of vocalic */1/ list *gnlcéti.

Makocevo (CrosinoB 1972).% Although Stojanov’s monograph-length article on
the Makocevo dialect contains no reference to *gw/ceti in the modest-sized lexicon,
we do find unglossed forms of the verb in the detailed discussion of vocalic */1/ and
verbal morphology, cf. respectively ayua, 2ruuu 190 and apua, enpuvu, enudx, enudne
241. B/IA-SW (pt. 2288) indicates 6dopa and opoma as the neutral verbs of speech. It
is therefore likely that we are dealing here with marked usage of *gw/ceti.

Pirdop (Smolsko) (KpaueB 1968). There is no entry in the detailed dialect
dictionary (pp. 86—155) for *gwiceti, although we do find erudea, eruka ‘enpuxa,
KaBra, mrymMHu pacrpasus’ 95. There are also no listings for *govori-, *veli-, *vrévi-,
*duma-, or *zborva-. Instead, the two most basic verbs of speech appear to be “6v-
opv” and “opamu”, cf. opama, -uw ‘roBops’, Opamuinu cu 3a maaoomo epéme 128;
opamd ‘ToBop, peu’, Opama my e cé na kageda 128; 6abpa, -eur ‘TOBOPS, IPUKA3BaM,
nperoBapsM, oocwxaam’, Hua eéue babpahme 3a menémo, ama mo manxo odea 88.
Other verbs of speech have more limited meanings, cf. npuxdsyeam, npuxdoica, -ew
(the formal equivalent of Literary Bulgarian npuxazeam, npuxaxca), which is used
specifically to refer to a brief conversation held upon meeting someone (‘3aroBapsim
IIPH Cpela, He OTMHHABAM MBJIKOM HJIM CaMo C 1o3apas’), e.g., Kamo ma cpéuine, ce
wime ca 3anpe u wme ca npukdosice 136, whereas the noun npukacka has a wide range
of meanings (‘ped, ToBOp, HAYMH Ha TOBOpeHe’), Hemy npuxackama e cé na xased,
‘mocioBuLa, nmoroBopka’ 136. As in Botevgrad, situated somewhat to the northwest,

50 Although not listed as a separate regional dialect in standard works on Bulgarian dia-
lectology, the dialect of Makocevo as described by Stojanov in effect constitutes a transition
between those of E. Sofia and Pirdop.
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we also find ckdseam ‘pazkasBam’, Hawama 6aba yécmo nu ckdazeéauie 3a wymama
142.

Samokov (Bakapeincka-Ho6anosa 2005). Vakarelska-Cobanova’s authoritative
dictionary (pp. 17-392) cites *gwlceti, but only in its expressive sense, cf. ervuum
‘roBopsi cuitHO’ 67 (cf. depem ce, dorcazonum, daxcakam); Invuu, ma eopa eée; [{nécka
ooma envudxme néwmo 67. The neutral verb of speech is evidently opdmum (cu)
‘roBopst (cu)’ (cf. also eosdpum cu, moabémum cu) 246, Hocy obuuam c edsze oa cu
opamum, Opamume cu coc Héa yueancku 246, Bacuiko, mu dyma, ne opamu maxa 90,
although the dialect glosses would suggest that cosdpum cu and the adapted Turkism
moabémum cu are equivalent in meaning to opamum. All told, this description is
consistent with that of 5/J4-SW, where opamum is indicated as the basic verb for
‘npuka3sam’ throughout the Samokov region. Not cited by Vakarelski-Cobanova are
*opamu (predominant to the west according to 5//A-SW), and *6wv6pe, which occurs
to the east in Ixtiman. The verb *dumati functions as a verb of speech, but only in
the sense of ‘tell, say’, cf. dymam ‘kasBam’ 96, Bacunko, mu oyma, e opamu maxd,
thus serving as a counterpart to *kazuvati/*kazati, ct. kazysam (imptv.), kascem (pfv.)
‘kazBam’ 146, Ha ne Kasyseam Ha masxco mu, oa He oka. In addition, *dumati retains
its primary meaning, ‘think’, cf. Hu ce 0ymam, nu ce pazoymyeam ‘He uckam na 3Hast’
96.

Samokov (Raduil) (AreenmoBa 1948). In her listing of reflexes of vocalic liquids
(pp. 310-312), Angelova cites (but does not translate) both apudm, anvuiinu (sic!) and
the nouns afuxa, nvuxa. 5/{A-SW (pt. 3555) indicates only “opdmum” as a basic verb
of speech.

Samokov (Govedarci) (Croiixos et al. 1956). There is no attestation of *gwlceéti
in the list of reflexes of vocalic /I/ (p. 264), nor in the lexicon. Instead we once again
find opamum *roBopst’ 317 (thus also pt. 3519, 5/{4-SW).

West Sofia (Dobroslavei) (I'eis00B 2000). Golsbov’s monumental dictionary
of the dialect of Dobroslavci (pp. 59-835) contains no entry for *gw/céti, nor for
*yréveti or *veleti, in any usage, but does document the presence of several related
nouns, cf. 27y ‘urym, Bukane, Bpssa’, Kaxos Oéwe moa 2y nowécka y Kupoeu? 139;
enudsa, aenuxa (cf. enu) 139. If such forms presuppose the erstwhile existence of the
verb *gwlceéti, then it most likely would have been used only in the original (non-neu-
tral) sense. The attested unmarked verbs of speech are as follows: 1) 30pysam, 30pyem
‘TOBOpSI, pa3roBapsM, MUpKa3Bam’, [[dia sapan 36pyea caz swcenume HA veuwmama
267; 360p, -ma ‘ToBOp, TOBOpeHE’, V 360pmd bue na 6awd cu, ‘TIpuKasKa, pa3roBop’
Omuuind na 360p npu scenume 267; 2) Toeopu (36pyea’) nanéso u naoécno 267; 3)
npuxdzeam ‘TOBOPsI, pasmpassam’, He mooce 0a npukdszsa, omu 2o bonu epromo 631;
‘paszroBapsm, oecensam’, [lpukaseda cu Héwmo, ama e pazopax 3awumo 6éue 631.
The verb *dumati is used for speech, but (in contradistinction to Kjustendil dialects
to the west) only with an implicit or stated complement, cf. dymam ‘roBops’, Céxu
0eH my Oymam oa e ped mexd no yuuyume 199, Hana my 0yma, a on na cu maa 199;
Kaseam (‘oymam’) npdeo/nanpdso youu (y ouume) 199. Note that neither oymam nor
oyma (198-199) means ‘think’, ‘thought’, cf. rather mucium 412. The particular form
sopyeam (with apocope) is also the one cited in 5/J4-NW for pt. 2212.
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West Sofia’! (Gorna Banja, Bojana, Gurmazovo, Knjazevo, Mirovjane, Suxodol,
Filipovci) (boxkoB 1962). Bozkov’s lexical material indicates the presence of the
pejorative nominal formation evrudea ‘enpuka’ 246. Otherwise, we find *zboruva- as
a basic verb of speech, *duma- in the sense ‘say, tell’, and *vrévi- only in its onomato-
poeic and pejorative usage, cf. 300pysam ‘ToBops’ 249, oymam ‘xazsam’ 247, epésum
‘kapaM ce, ToBops cepauto’ 244 (despite the absence of an entry for this last verb
in Gelebov’s dictionary of the Dobroslavci dialect). The entries are not attributed to
specific villages.

2.2.3.2 Northwest dialects

Aside from 5JA-NW, an important source providing evidence for “cuauys” in
NW Bg is Todorov’s monumental survey of NW Bg dialects (see Tomopor 1936),
which contains at least 10 citations of this verb (two of which actually pertain to
Transitional or SW Bg dialects, v.s.). Only one of these examples is glossed, albeit
significantly as ‘roBopuiu’ (cf. Gwrei, Vidin). Other sources consulted provide no
attestations of “evaun” in NW Bg (see below for references from Mladenov’s study
of Bulgarian émigré dialects in Romania and Xitov’s lexicon of Radovene, a Vraca
dialect).

Bjala Slatina (Enica) (Tomopos 1936). Cf. the noun ezudsa 120, 244. Since the
village of Enica is the product of settlement from Botevgrad and Etropole to the
south, it was not listed in 5/J/A-NW. Given that neighboring villages between Bjala
Slatina and the Isk®sr river attest npuxaszeam (sometimes in variation with xopmyeam
or ewvepa) as the neutral verb of speech, one may assume that the noun eruasa which
Todorov cites most likely designates “uproar, tumult’.

Bjala Slatina (émigré dialect in Romania) (MnanenoB 1993). Whereas Mladenov
adduces only 0ymam ‘xa3Bam, mpukazBam’ 169, 5//A-NW indicates “npuxazsam” near
Bjala Slatina, once in variation with “xopmysam”. This suggests either that oymam
is an archaism (and thus no longer used in Bjala Slatina) or that the investigators of
BJIA-NW observed its use only in the sense of ‘ka3Bam’.

Kula (Gramada) (TomopoB 1936). Todorov cites the unglossed verbal forms
evaudna, evaudne 121. B/JA-NW (pt. 96) indicates variation between pres. eruime,
6wvopeme (with the note “Haii-noBara gyma e npuxdssame’). Thus, Todorov’s verb
may also represent a neutral term of speech.

Kozloduj (Cibr-Ogosta émigré dialect in Romania) (Mnazenos 1993). Mladenov
cites only opomysa ‘rosopu, npukaszsa’ 117. 5/JA-NW provides no data for dialects
in the immediate vicinity of Kozloduj, but the adjacent villages of E. Lom and W. Or-
jaxovo indicate only “npuxassam”, a circumstance which suggests that “opomysam”
was more common in the NW between Lom and Nikopol in the past and that it has
subsequently been replaced by the standard form.

Lom (Dolno Linjavo) (Togopos 1936). Todorov provides ewiunm (sans gloss)
121. Although not included in 5/A-NW, Dolno Linjavo (local pronunciation “Li-

3 For Kovacica the data are as follows: sevcmu, 306, kbuuma, mvuam, cvboma, Coumomo
~ gyekume, mymu, wywxa, npym, npyuxa, pyka b/JIA-NW, p. 28.



50 Slovenski jezik — Slovene Linguistic Studies 6 (2007)

nevo”) is situated on the Danube several kms. to the east of Lom. According to 5/JA-
NW, the nearest village Kovacica (pt. 175) attests cosdpum, whereas other proxi-
mate points indicate either npuxdssam or opmysam. In fact, according to 5/JA-NW
the nearest point which exhibits “zc»zun” even as a variant neutral verb of speech is
situated considerably to the west (cf. enuuim, pt. 146). Thus, the testimony of 5/JA4-
NW militates against interpreting the form cited by Todorov in an unmarked sense.
On the other hand, 5/J4-NW (Map 14) indicates that Kovacica and pt. 178 both ex-
hibit variation between /B/ and /u/ as the reflex of *¢,%? although once again the near-
est villages showing similar variation are situated considerably to the west. Thus,
there is evidence that villages immediately to the west of Lom could represent earlier
settlements from Transitional dialects in the northwestern Stara Planina, where “2w1-
y»” commonly occurs as a basic verb of speech.>® If such is the case, then the form
evauvm which Todorov cites may actually represent another example of this usage.

Montana (Gabrovnica) (Tomopos 1936). Cf. eviudne 121 (Studeno Buée) (Tomo-
poB 1936). Cf. evruum 121. Although neither of these villages is listed in 5//4-NW,
Gabrovnica is located 13 kms. to the N of Montana and Studeno Buce 4 miles to the
NW thereof. Villages in this vicinity attest “npuxaszeam” as neutral, but villages in
the foothills of the Stara Planina to the west show “zurusn™. In addition, one village
farther to the east (pt. 649) displays “ewvaunb ~ npuxassam” (thus representing the east-
ernmost outcropping of “zwrus” in dialects to the north of Vraca). Since the village
of Studeno Buce was excluded from the network of 5//4-NW due to its “extremely
heterogeneous” population (see p. 19), it is quite possible that the presence of “zcv-
uw” in this case should be attributed to the influence of Transitional dialect speakers.
There is no discussion of the grounds for excluding Gabrovnica.

Pleven, Maras (émigré dialect in Romania) (MnaneHo 1993). Mladenov lists
opamu ‘roBopu’ 192. B/TA-NW indicates that the form opamu survives in two Pleven
villages (pts. 1439, 751) as well as in two adjacent Nikopol points (pts. 746, 751). In
other villages, the most common forms are “npuxazsam” and “coeop ‘a” followed by
“(x)opmysam”.

Vidin (Gwsrei, formerly Gradec) (Tomopos 1936). Todorov’s citation of evrudne
with the gloss ‘roBopmu’ (p. 387) is quite unexpected, since the corresponding 5/JA-
NW pt. 11 is situated in the midst of a cluster of uniform “6w6pen” dialects. This
would require the loss of *gwnlcéti in unmarked usage within less than one full genera-
tion.

Vidin-Lom (émigré dialect in Romania) (Mmageros 1993). In his remarks on the
lexicon Mladenov cites no data on special verba dicendi (p. 64).

Vraca (Tomopos 1936). Since the form ewiua 121 is not glossed, we cannot deter-
mine if this verb represents the unmarked usage which in 5J4-NW is attested in pt.
1347 to the south and pt. 1374 (in variation with “npuxaszeam’) to the east.

52 See Crotikos 1968: 101 and the historical introduction to 5/J4-NW, p. 19, for discussion
of such migrational patterns.

53 The dialect of Radovene (situated on the Isksr, to the west of Lukovit), exhibits many E
Bg lexemes (cf. kpaxk, pusa, komxa, kvcam, neoeii, moii vs. NW Hoea, kowyn'a, mauka, Hemotl,
on), but cf. also ua/iiaze vs. NE a3.
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Vraca (Radovene) (Xuto 1979).>* Xitov’s extensive and well-illustrated dic-
tionary (pp. 223-342) cites no entries for continuations of *gw/céti. Instead, we find
two neutral verbs of speech, cf. npuxdzsam, npuxdsam (1), npurasxcna, npurxasxca (p)
308 (for npuxassam cf. also B/[A-NW pt. 1408) and dpama ‘roBopsi, npukazsam’ (not
cited in 5JA-NW), Kaxeo mu opamu moaxo! 290. The latter verb also can be used
pejoratively (as in some Rhodope dialects), cf. ‘myckam cimyxoBe’, Hc céno opamam
wmo nu né 290. The cognate base noun is also used in both senses, cf. opamw, opoms
‘TOBOP, PEY; AyMa; CIIyX, MBJIBa, KIIOKa’, M38d0ua Ha momuuémo opoms, 6e3 0a uma
sawmo 290. There are also no listings for *bwvbre-, *dumati, or *vrévéti, but *gvgre-
is found in its pejorative onomatopoeic sense, cf. 2vepa ‘0b0psi, roBOpst HEpa3OpaHo’,
Momvme evepam na nvk’a 238.

2.2.3.3 Transitional dialects

The term “Transitional” is employed in contemporary Bulgarian dialectology
(as in CroiikoB 1968: 115-117) to designate linguistically cognate dialects which
are situated in extreme NW Bulgaria and immediately adjacent Serbian territory, cf.
(in Bulgaria) Belograd¢ik, western Berkovica, Tren, Breznica, and (in Serbia) Cari-
brod, Bosilegrad. In general these dialects exhibit classic typological traits of the
Balkansprachbund type (such as the postposed definite article, drastically reduced
case system, near absence of an infinitive) together with genetically determined pho-
nological and morphological features of a Serbian type (cf. *¢ > u, *» and *» > v,
retention of voiced stops in auslaut, medial /1/, absence of the phoneme /f/, 1pl. -mo,
fem. pl. -e, 3pl. aor. -se), whereas still others admit of more complex interpretations
(cf. *4j, *dj > u, y and t’, d’). In geopolitical terms, the regions concerned which are
now situated on the Serbian side of the border were part of Bulgaria prior to 1918.

Although published sources for Transitional dialects other than 5/74 provide
little information in general regarding continuations of *gw/céti, our survey yielded
examples of *gwlceti only from the BelogradCik region. No attestations of this verb
are cited in Transitional dialects to the south of the Stara Planina massif (cf. Godec,
Burel, Graovo, Tren). This distribution is consistent with the detailed picture one ob-
tains from 5/[A-NW, SW, where “evun” predominates to the north of the Berkovska
Planina, but does not breach the Stara Planina chain to the south thereof.

Belogradcik (Ol’sane) (bep6epcka 1931). In her discussion of reflexes of vocalic
*/1/, Berberska cites both the verb and a cognate noun (both sans gloss), cf. apuuw 92,
enudea 92. This does not not contradict the testimony of 5//A-NW (pt. 125), where
we find ezuiimo cu in the sense ‘mpuxaspam’.

Belograd¢ik (Verbovcec) (Tomopos 1936). Cf. ewauvm 398, kwvauumo (sic!)
(‘evauumo’) 121. The foothill village of Verbovcec was excluded from the network
of BJIA-NW (p. 19) due to the strong presence there of western Stara Planina (i.c.,
Transitional dialect) settlers. Note further that Verbovéec is located several kilome-

¢ The dialect of Radovene (situated on the Isksr, to the west of Lukovit), exhibits many E
Bg lexemes (cf. kpax, pusa, komka, kvcam, neoeti, moti vs. NW noea, kowyn'a, mauxa, nemot,
on), but cf. also ualitaze vs. NE a3.
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ters to the east of Belogradcik, i.e., where according to 5//4-NW neighboring villages
attest “2uun” with the meaning ‘npukazsam’.

Belograd¢ik-Timok (Vratarnica)™ (Sobolev 1994). In his discussion of reflexes
of vocalic */1/, Sobolev cites several forms of *gwlcéti (including an Aktionsart form

with *za- + se), cf. aruiivo, enudmo, saznudna ce 90, as well as the cognate noun 27uxa
90.

Burel (JTro6ernos 1993). Ljubenov’s extensive and well illustrated dialect lexicon
(pp. 15-155) contains no entires for *gwlceti, *bwvbre-, *veli-, nor *dumati, but does
cite *vreveti and *zboruje- as ‘speak, talk’ in neutral usage, cf. spésum ‘roBops, mpu-
KaszBaMm’, Myoicy, mpebe 0a 8pesumo Ha cuHomoza éeuum oa ce dxcenu 26, 30o0pyem
‘roBopsi’, Muozo e cpamn’ugh — y Hapoo we 360pye, camo cu mpde u 2neéda 48, ue
30opyemo 10, 300p ‘ToBop’. In contrast, the verb *prikazati is restricted in its usage,
cf. npuxdzyem ce, npuxddicem ce ‘00LTyBaM U yBa)kaBaM CTapu POJHHHCKH BPB3KH
112.

Gode¢ (Buzmenor 1978).5¢ Videnov’s otherwise extremely thorough description
contains neither a dictionary nor a systematic discussion of the lexicon. There is no
evidence of “cwun” in the brief summaries of the reflexes of the jers (33-34) and
vocalic liquids (50-52). On the other hand, a discussion of verbal polysemy notes that
Odymam can mean both ‘paskasBam’ and ‘3amoBsimBam’ 93. BDA-NW indicates only
“360pyem” for Godet.

Graovo (Maptunos 1958). Martinov’s condensed lexicon of the Graovo dialect
contains no entries for *gwlceéti, *bvbre-, and *veléti, but cites instead *vréveti and
*zboruje- as basic verbs of speech, cf. epesum ‘TroBops’, [llo mu epésuus oodmo 775,
300pyem, 3asbopysdanu ce (from 360p ‘roBop’, 360p ce uye nexyoe 777). This is con-
sistent with 5/JA-SW, NW, where the Graovo region to the north of Breznik straddles
the somewhat diffuse isogloss between “gpesum’ dialects to the west and “z00pyem”
dialects to the east.

Tren (Tocnoguukus 1921; ITerpuues 1931). Gospodinkin’s brief glossary makes
no reference to verbs of speech, nor does his fairly extensive list of reflexes of vo-
calic */I/ contain any example of *gulcéti (pp. 44—45). Petricev makes no reference
to *gwlceti in his exahustive list of words with vocalic */I/ (p. 173), while citing only
*vréveti as a distinctive, but neutral verb of speech, cf. epésum ‘roBops’, Jocma eu

55 The village of Vratarnica was founded near the middle of the 19" c. by settlers from the
neighboring Transitional dialect region of Belogradcik in Bulgaria (see Sobolev 1994: 14-15).
Situated at the same latitude as Rakovica (Belograd¢ik) Vratarnica represents the northernmost
point in Serbian territory for which an attestation of *gw/cééti has been found in the sources
consulted for the present study.

56 The Godec¢ region in many respects represents a zone of overlap between classic “Tran-
sitional” and NW Bg (East Sofia) features, cf. considerable local variation in the form of an
east-west gradation of features, with productive spread of W. Sofia dialects features, not those
of Lit-Bg or the “pure” Transitional dialects to the west; thus, Videnov, the author of the pri-
mary source, cites much of his data from centrally located villages, where a prominent W. Sofia
feature such as the masc. def. sg. -o co-exists with “Serbian” phonetic reflexes of *¢ > u, and
morphological traits such as 3pl. aor. In -§e and 1pl. -mo)
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spesun — enasd me 3aoony 200; Cude de, He epesy mu mnoeo 200. 5JA-NW shows
mainly “spesum” for the Tren region.

For Transitional dialects on the Serbian side of the border, we have the evidence
of 5/]A-Trans, which confirms the absence of *gwlcéti (at least as a neutral verb of
speech) to the south of the Timok and Pirot dialect regions, cf. (from north to south)
“s00pyem” (N. Caribrod), “opdmum” (S. Caribrod, Tren), and “0yman” (Bosilegrad).
All of these forms constitute direct continuations of the isoglosses which begin on the
Bulgarian side of the border, south of the Stara Planina. For evidence of *gw»lcéti in
Serbian Torlak dialects to the immediate north of these regions, see the following sec-
tion. Where attested, the past tense forms of *gw/ci- exhibit -i- rather than the reflex
of -¢- as the stem vowel, as in some Russian dialects (see Introduction).

2.2.3.4 Southeast Serbian (“Torlak”) dialects

Our survey of East South Slavic (“Balkan Slavic”) may be extended to include
those dialects which in many respects constitute a continuation of the “Transitional”
dialects on the Serbian side of the border with Bulgaria, but are located to the west
and north thereof, (cf. Timok-Luznica, Svrljig-Planina). Sources for these dialects
provide evidence for the occurrence of *gwlceti, primarily in districts which are situ-
ated in farily close proximity to the Serbian-Bulgarian border. When glossed, the verb
is onomatopoeic, as are the cognate nouns (with one notable exception in Dini¢’s
material from Timok).

Timok (dunuh 1988a) (specific provenance not indicated) 27uu/ ‘ranamu; npuro-
Bapa, rynha’, Mdpe, uy my oonecém moj edan-nym oa mu euwe ne 2 49. Cf. also
214 ‘TULIMHA, MUD; JKarop’, 21udme ‘rajama, Bpesa, Mymname’ 48; (dunuh 1988b)
(no indication of specific provenance) eruuje ‘jacnuje, enacuuje’, e mdnxo 2iuuje,
cnabo me yyem 397 (note that Dini¢ derives this comparative form from the “impera-
tive” of apuu), cf. also e7uxa ‘Bpesa, pasrosop, hackame’ 397. Of particular interest
here is the semantic extension of 27uxa to include a more neutral meaning (cf. “pasro-
BOD’).

Timok-Luznica (bermruh 1905). In his monumental survey of SE Serbian dialects,
Beli¢ cites several examples of *gwl/ceti and its cognate nouns in his discussion of
reflexes of vocalic /I/. Where glossed, the verb is still strongly onomatopoeic, cf.
Kraljevo Selo/Novi An. 27we 94; RadoSevci erui’ 94; Tijelovac® epuuinu cy ‘poseomne’
94. The same can be said of its cognates, cf. Novo Korito®® aruije ‘Bumre, jacuuje,
npe’ 94, G. Roman ervay ‘ypname’106; although there is one apparent exception, cf.
Novo Korito a7uxa ‘pasrosop’ 94.

Timok (Sobolev 1998). Sobolev’s linguistic atlas of SE Sb and NW Bg (for our
purposes equivalent to E. Torlak and Transitional Bg) is based on extensive fieldwork
as well as an exhaustive collation of material from published sources. In the detailed

7 Tijelovac is located near the southern bank of the NiSava, ca. 20 kms. NW of Pirot and
7 kms. SE of Bela Palanka.

8 Novo Korito is located within a few kms. of the Sb-Bg border at the same latitude as
Rabisa (Belogradcik).
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discussion of reflexes of vocalic */I/ (pp. 137-164), we find Crni Vrh® glci/ (sans
gloss) (Exp. 1995)% 142. For neighboring regions, we find the following attestations
of *gwlceti and cognate nouns, all unglossed.

Pirot (Sobolev 1998). The Pirot dialect region is situated to the south of the Timok
region and immediately NW of the Caribrod transitional dialect. Sobolev adduces So-
pot®! isklcim 143 (citing 3narkoBuh 1989: 247); Gradasnica® isklcil 143 (citing 3mat-
xoBuh 1989: 39); Rosomad® gicilo 144 (citing 3markosuh 1988: 38); Vojnjegovact
isklcim 145 (citing 3natkoBuh 1989: 247).

Luznica (Sobolev 1988). Sobolev lists Donji Strizevac®® klc¢emo 144 (citing Curic¢
1983: 25-28).

Svrljig (Sobolev 1988). This region represents the westernmost limit of attesta-
tions of *gwlcéti in our study. Sobolev quotes Beli Potok®’ glaci 142 (citing Bormano-
Buh 1979: 15-18).

Thus, when compared to Beli¢’s data, the most recently gathered material would
indicate the relative stability of *gwlcéti, etc. over the course of the 20" century.

A review of Broch’s general survey of Torlak dialects (Broch 1903) and of Alex-
ander’s description of their accentual systems (Alexander 1975) yielded no further
examples of continuations of *gw/céti or its cognates.

2.2.3.5 Bulgarian dialects in Ukraine

Bulgarian dialects in Ukraine are spoken by the descendants of immigrants who
settled primarily in Bessarabia and Tavrija over the course of nearly a century from
the middle of the 18" to the middle of the 19" century. Almost all of the coloniza-
tion came from NE and SE Bg, although some of the dialects exhibit W Bg features,
which probably reflect prior migration and settlement in S. Thrace. Some villages
exhibit evidence of dialect mixture due to different waves of settlement. The two
major sources on all of these dialects are Derzavin’s monumental survey ([lepxaBun
1915) and a series of publications by Russian scholars who conducted fieldwork after
WWII (see primarly the series CMb/]). Here we cite only attestations of *gw/céti and
its cognate nouns.

.....

59 Crni Vrh is located adjacent to the Bg border just south of the latitude of Gorni Lom.

0 “Exp. 19957, etc. refers to the year of dialect expedition during which the material for
the Atlas was collected.

' Sopot is located 11 kms. N of Pirot.

2 Gradasnica is situated 3 kms. N of Pirot.

% Rosomac¢ is situated due W of Pirot near the Bg obrder and Berkovska Planina.

% Vojnjegovac is located ca. 10 kms. S of Pirot, near the Caribrod dialect region.

% We assume provisionally that forms with root-initial voiceless velar (*iz-kwlci-) are
cognate with the similar form cited for Belograd¢ik by Todorov (see above, Bg Transitional
dialects) and glossed by him as equivalent to *gw/ci-.

% Donji Strizevac is located ca. 30 kms. west of Pirot.

7 Beli Potok is located ca. 20 kms. W of KnjaZevac, to the north of the Svrljiski Timok
basin.
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Krini¢noe® (OKypsaner 1962). Cf. 2an 'uu (unglossed) 32.

Los¢inovki (Yeriko 1952). Cf. 2ol 'uu,’”® I'oln’uu ¢ nésu, m’a y murugpona 27,
2ot 'yamu pl. imv. 65. The occurrence of *gwnlcéti in a neutral sense here is of particu-
lar significance, due to the complex nature of the dialect’s composition. Cesko identi-
fies the Los¢inovki dialect as primarily of SE Bg “Kajraklija” Thracian origin, with
admixtures of influence from Eastern Rhodope and NE Bg “Cisija” types. Our own
analysis of certain features in the dialect indicates that the “Thracian” element here is
most probably of SW Bg origin, cf. mobile stress in the imperative, lexical features
such as paz6ou ‘loom’ (op. cit.) 27 (vs. E Bg cman), wmépra (vs. E Bg ovwyeps) 27
(albeit in variation with dawymepda 65), and perhaps even the sporadic occurrence of
masc. def. sg. -o in the speech of some older informants (p. 30), e.g., ny nosm’y 31.
Further, the regular occurrence of -’a- (and less commonly -’d-, -cd-) as the reflex of
jat’ in Los¢inovki is not inconsistent with our hypothesis regarding an older SW Bg
substratum in the dialect, since the presence of such reflexes (particularly the archaic
-G-) is clearly documented in SW Bg émigré dialects of the Fakija type (see maps for
reflexes of jat’ in 5/J4-SE). It is impossible to determine if the neutral which is at-
tested in Los¢inovki represents the former state of affairs in SW Bg dialects such as
Samokov, where today we find only the pejorative sense of ‘loud talking’.

Ol’sane (bynupa 1953, 1954). In her glossary of the Ol’Sane dialect, Bunina
(1954) cites eout 'ud ‘pyrars’ 16, ean’ud ca ‘pyrarbes, OpaHUTBCS, CCOPUTHCS’, but
also 0ymam ‘roBoputs, Ha3zeiBaTh’ 20. Whereas the apparently neutral sense of *du-
mati as a verb of speech may represent an archaism which has vanished in modern
NE Bg, the occurrence of *gwlceéti is consistent with other evidence for the Ol’Sane
diaect, which appears to combine features of the Mizija type (cf. masc. def. sg. in -0,
notably in conunction with unusual instances of mobile stress, e.g. kpdc, kpacmo,
oon, 6y60 byrnna 1953:57) with striking characteristics of the Erke¢ dialect type (cf.
/al < *@, *v, *vr/*sl). Although the Svrt and Erke¢ dialects are situated in relatively
close proximity to each other, it is conceivable that the assortment of traits exhib-
ited by the Ol’Sane dialect reflects dialect mixture which occurred after settlement
in Ukrkaine rather than in Bulgaria. We do note, however, that the pejorative (rather
than neutral) sense is the one attested for *gw/céti in the modern Erkec dialect (v.s.).
Suvorovo (ITonropanreBa-3enenuna 1955). Poltoradneva-Zelenina notes the occur-
rence of *gwlceti in a neutral sense, cf. eanud ‘roBoputs, Oecenonars’ 75. Generally
classified as an East Thracian o-dialect (see beprmreiin, XXypasnes, CenkeBuda Tosc-
toit 1953) by Derzavin, Suvorovo exhibits accentual features which tend to preclude
Rup origin (cf. oxytonesis in 1sg. present and the sg. imperative). On the other hand,

standard Stara Planina type, despite the presence of -» (rather than Mizija -0) in the masc. def.
sg. form.

5 The Krini¢noe dialect is of the classic Ssrt o-dialect type, see XKypasne 1955: 18-63.
As such it retains stress on the first syllable in nouns such as *motyka, cf. mom’ka cxvpya 29
‘the hoe got broken’.

" This symbol was first used by Derzavin to indicate the “non-tense” lower schwa-like
vowel found in most E Bg dialects, in contradistinction to the so-called “tense” (higher, more
closed) articulation which occurs in Sbrt and Swrt émigré dialects. Later Russian scholars often
followed this tradition.
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the masc. def. sg. o-desinence and the archaic jat’ reflex are incompatible with the
Stara Planina type. All of this points towards the so-called “Zagorci” o-dialect pres-
ence as significant, although the -a 1sg pres. desinence is admittedly problematic for
this interpretation. The usage of *gwlceti as a neutral verb of speech enhances the
probability that the Suvorovo dialect has Zagorci origin, in view of the genetic con-
nection between Zagorci dialects and Mizija o-dialects to the north, where this same
usage has been retained in a small number of Sert and Razgrad dialects.

Map 7. Distribution of *gw»lcéti (onomatopoeic-pejorative usage; unglossed
examples)

+@

Onomatopoeic, pejorative usage: (1) NE Torlak, (2) Samokov, (4) Botevgrad, (6) N. Pavlik-
jan, (7) Pleven, (8) Silistra, (9) Sumen, (10) Preslav, (11) Erkeg, (12) Strandza; Unglossed:
(1) NE Torlak, (3) Makocevo, (5) Teteven, (13) Lozengrad, (14) Mandsr, (15) Montana, (16)
Vraca. Romania: Pavlikjan (pejor.); Ukraine: Ol’S8ane (pejor.), Cisija (unglossed), Krini¢noe
(unglossed).

2.2.3.6 Bulgarian Damascenes of the 17-18" centuries

The so-called “Damascene” texts provide unique and invaluable evidence on
the state of the Bulgarian and to a lesser degree Macedonian vernacular language of
the 17-18" centuries. The texts derive their name from the Greek author Damascene
Studite, whose religious anthology @noavpoo (Slavic Coxposuwe) was translated
into Church Slavonic of the Bulgaro-Serbian recension in the late 16" century, then
into the vernacular.
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The majority of the best Damascenes originate in the West Central Stara Plani-
na region of Bulgaria. Of particular note are the so-called Zixonravov, Trojan, and
Koprivstica Damascenes. In her magisterial study of the Tixonravov Damascene, the
Russian scholar Demina ([lemuna 1968) documents the presence in this manuscript
of two characteristic imperfective verbs of speech, viz. xopamu- (cf. “crarbn epyn-
bl moeusa”)"! and dyma- (cf. “crarbu epynibl moeusa u epymiisl moeasu’). Demina
further notes that modern dialects of the Love¢ region appear to lack dyma utterly
(thus demuna 1985: 222-223, and, tacitly, 5/7A4), while usually exhibiting xopmysa
or npuxaoicyea (actually B/[A shows npuxasseam). Having previously established that
the Tixonravov version was composed in the mid-17" century in the general vicinity
of the Love¢ eparchy, Demina proposes the possibility that xopomu- was more widely
used at that time than in the mid-20" c. and was subsequently partially replaced by
npuxasseam. Thus, it appears that *dumati was the older Slavic verb of speech, which
was in the process of being replaced by *xorati- in the 17c. The latter verb was then
superseded by the morphologically productive type xopmysa- , which in turn has
been subject to replacement by literary (and prestige dialect?) npuxasicysa-. A similar
development seems to have occurred in the Mizija o-dialect region farther to the east,
except that here the old Slavic verb was probably *gwlcéti (which, unlike *dumati,
still survives in some isolated localities as the basic verb of speech).

The Svistov Damascene of 1753 is of particular interest from the point of view
of Bulgarian dialectology, inasmuch as it documents the possible erstwhile presence
of the Mizija o-dialect to the north and west of the modern borders of this type (see
Munernu 1923: 3—4). Our preliminary survey of selected passages from this text re-
veals of selected passages reveals no occurrence of *xorati-, but suffices to document
the usage of *dumati as a neutral verb and *duma as its nominal counterpart, whereas
*kazati, *kaze- is used to introduce quotations, cf. urodewu ca u oymawe, wo we oa
ov0e myii 369;7 nauexa 0a dymamo 6’ 6vou-xoil poo’u nieme 203; M kamo uio yapo
Banaxve m'ksu dymel, kasice Banaamy: uu az ma 306ax’ 0a 2u npoKivHews, d mol 2u
onazocnos'’keaw. Kaswce my Baraamsv: azv mol u no-Hanped’ pekox’ myi, omu womo
Mu peue 60eb Mo, myl Wb 0a oymams, wo ca en'keawv na men'k? 35; Tpenepamv
om dymama, demo wb oa i & kadce 494. In addition, we find what appears to be one
of the earliest documented examples of a nominal cognate of *gw/céfi in vernacular
Bulgarian, cf. 1 cmopu ca mosu denv mavea u memedcv con'bvs u3z’ wapwiama. M
pazdpa ce mo3u 21vyb U 00 C8eMO20 HUKONAE WO Cb U cmopuio no yepuwiama 485.
It is clear from the context that the usage of ervuw here is pejorative (cf. parallelism
with the apparent Russian Slavonisms miwea and memeoncyw).

I On the basis of linguistic and textual evidence, Demina attributes the composition of
those chapters of the Tixonravov Damascene which are written in the vernacular to two tra-
ditions, which she designates by means of their distinct lexemes for ‘then’, cf. moeasu and
moeusa. Of the four scribes whose various hands can be discerned in the manuscript, the large
majority of the chapters written by the primary scribe exhibit the adverb Torasu (see lemnna
1968: 72-76).

2 The numbers here refer to the pagination of the manuscript.
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2.3 Macedonian

Macedonian sources provide no evidence of *gwlcéti. The most abundantly il-
lustrated imperfective verb of speech in Koneski’s monumental and authoritative
three-volume dictionary is 360pysa (with a separate one-line listing for the variant
300pu). Equal status is also accorded the related noun of speech 360p. Among the
other possible verbs of speech, sezu seems to occupy second place in terms of range
of meaning and fullness of documentation, whereas cosopu is merely listed without
examples. In the sense of ‘telling tales, stories’, ‘talking about someone’, we find
the prefixed verb npuxaoice, npuxasicysa ‘packaxe, packaxysa; MHO2Yy 300pyBa’ (cf.
Serbian ‘ispricati, pripovedati’), whence the term for ‘story, folktale’ npuxasna (less
commonly npukacka).

Of verbs whose primary meaning is different from ‘speak’, suxa ‘shout’ can also
be used in a neutral sense (cf. mamko suxa dexa e 006po dememo),” whereas the
employment of gpesu (‘raise a ruckus, roar’, cf. Serbian ‘larmati, galamati’) or dyma
(Serbian ‘misliti; pamtiti; govoriti’) for this purpose (cf. Serbian ‘govoriti, pricati’) is
deemed ‘dialectal’. The related nouns are genere, gpesa.

Significantly, there is also no reference to *gw/céti in a major two-volume diction-
ary of Macedonian folk poetry (see Peunux Ha makeOoHCKama HApoOHa NOe3uja).

2.3.1 The evidence of Macedonian dialects

Since at present we lack a Macedonian dialect atlas, one must gather lexical data
from the kinds of sources cited above in connection with Bulgarian, cf. dialect de-
scriptions, dialect lexicons, etc. Our collation of this data makes no claim to exhaus-
tiveness. The grouping of dialects follows the classification provided by Vidoeski
(Bumoecku 1998, 1999).

In his major collection of Macedo-Bulgarian lexical material, Sapkarev (Illamn-
kapeB 1891-1894/2001) provides extensive documentation for a range of dialects,
primarily those of the south.” His writings contain no reference to *gw/céti, nor to
*dumati as a verb of speech, but do document the presence of *veléti and *vreveti.
Sapkarev (2001: 29-30) glosses seram, senuw as ‘kazBam’, which suggests ‘say’
rather than ‘speak, talk, converse’. He notes that this verb occurs in folk tales and is
thus, in his estimate, an ‘echo’ (omenac) of the living language, in contradistinction to
the earlier assertion of Djuvernua ([{roBeprya 1885—1889), who claimed that it was
found in Macedonia only in songs. In the case of epésam, epésuw, Sapkarev (ib., 37—
38) provides one example of its primary meaning (Manuu 6pe yoeue, e myxy épesu
‘BBOOIIE TIPaBs MBIIBA, T.€. 2bUKa’), then asserts that ‘in Strumnica and throughout
almost all of eastern Macedonia’ the verb is synonymous with 206dps. The examples
which he cites to illustrate this claim are in fact all taken from Verkovi¢’s collection

73 Schallert has noted the use of 6uxam as an interpolated verbum dicendi, roughly equiva-
lent to English ‘I mean’, as in ‘It’s (the book) on the table, I mean’.

™ A native of Ohrid, Sapkarev worked over a period of roughly thirty years as a teacher in
his native town, as well as in Struga, Prilep, Kukus, Bitola, and Solun. He conceived of “Upper
Bulgarian” and “Macedonian” as two major dialects of a single Bulgarian language and sought
unsuccessfully to fashion a single inclusive common national (‘memen’) language.
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of women’s folksongs, cf. Cmana cu meme pamnume osope, em 08opu meme, em Ha
cnvnye epesu Verk. 17; Janunama cmapa maiika no 06op xoou, Jlana épesu Verk. 23;
Jlumumap nyoa euoust, Hemoiit mu epesuw, 0a ne mu xkasicyea Verk. 56; Apyuixku, muau
opvuxu! Hemoti mu epeseiime, da ne eu kaxcyéa 159.75 Sapkarev further notes that
only the second meaning (i.e., that of ‘roBops’) is found in Djuvernua. The presence
of *vréveti in SE Macedonia would appear to represent a continuation of the body of
“gpesum’ dialects described in 5A-SW (cf. the Petri¢ region in the extreme south-
western corner of Bulgaria, Map 301) and 5/[4-Aeg (cf. dialects along the Struma
river, Map 215).

In his extensive survey of Macedonian dialects, Vidoeski (1998, 1999) makes not
a single reference to *gw/ceti in the sections in each dialect description devoted to the
reflexes of syllabic */I/. The typical inventory of forms cited to illustrate this reflex
includes *blvxa, *volko, *dvlg-, *glvtati, *mulééti, *pvin-, *sloza, *svinvce, *tvlci,
*volna, *zvlt-. Our own survey of published sources on Macedonian dialects (cf. dia-
lect studies, dialect dictionaries, sample texts), as well as selected materials from the
archives for the Macedonian Dialect Atlas in Skopje, also reveals no occurrence of
*gvlceti, while at the same time yielding an inventory of verbs denoting ‘speak, say
tell” which is nearly as extensive as that found in Bulgarian. Below we summarize the
results of our investigation.

2.3.2 East Macedonian dialects

Gevgeli (MBaroB 1932). Ivanov’s glossary makes no mention of *gw/céti, but in-
stead cites *vrévi- in both neutral and pejorative usages, cf. gpégym ‘ToBOpPSI, IpHHKAM
(prattle, chatter)’ 124, whereas the notion ‘say’ is rendered by eémrom ‘xazam’ 124.
There also is no reference to *gw/céti in Ivanov’s discussion of reflexes of vocalic */1/,
which lists nearly a dozen roots (p. 73).

Kajlar (IpBomanoB 1993). There is no reference to *gwlcéti among reflexes of
vocalic */]/. DrvoSanov’s study does not include a lexicon.

Kostur (IIxmugos 1973). Sklifov makes no mention of *gwlééti in the list of
reflexes of vocalic */I/ (pp. 36-37). (Ilxmudos 1977). Sklifov provides no entry for
*gvlceti in hlsl20-page detailed dictionary of the Kostur dialect, nor for *dumati,
*duma, *(x)orati-. The attested inventory of verbs of speech consists of *zborva-
‘speak, talk’, *veli- ‘say (as impfv. to *rek-), and *vrevi- ‘chatter’, cf. 6é1’a ‘ToBops,
kaszBaMm’, To, wo mu péxy guépa, u 6otioen mu eén’a 216; eénu, 6éau u na éau ‘OB-
Tapst exHo U b0’ 216; Ce sénu ‘roBopu ce’ 216; 300psam ‘roBops’, Cpamnviea écmu
yynama (the girl), ne 360psu co eocmume [Gal.] 241; cf. adj. 360posum ‘pazroBop-
B’ 241; epésa ‘Obpoops’, Moy epése srcenume, mu e 6yue endeama [Kond.] 219;

epésa f. ‘roBop, BpsiBa’ 219.

Kukus (TTees 1998). Peev’s extensive dialect dictionary (pp. 17-212, vol. 2) has
no entry for *gwlcéti. Instead the most fundamental verb of speech appears to be
*lafi-, cf. naghe ‘300pyBa’, ka k 'u-gpame od-nage, oa ne my ca-yooéauus yo-idgo 67,
nagh 360p’ 67. Otherwise we find various pejorative verbs of speech (e.g., edrame

5 Note the marked, reproachful nuance in vrévi in these examples.
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‘300pyBa HekoHTponmpaHo’ 37) and *veli- as ‘say’, cf. géne ‘KaxyBa’, oHu 6én’am u
mu cu 6un mama 30. The adjective spusniigh (‘muo2y 300pauB’ 31) seems to imply the
(erstwhile?) existence of *vrévi-, which we anticipate on the basis of Sapkarev’s gen-
eral observation regarding (south)east Macedonian dialects, but the meaning conveys
a nuance of excess. The verbs *zboruva- and *govori- are notable by their absence,
although the latter is used in dialect glosses of other words, cf. epdorce ‘Bpaxa; Hoey
eyeope’ 31.

Gospel of Kulakia (Mazon, Vaillant 1938). This interesting vernacular Gospel
was composed ca. 1860 in the town of Kulakia, near the mouth of Vardar river. The
contrast between *zboruva- ‘speak’ and *veli- say’ can be clearly seen in the follow-
ing passage: Mlddo deténci, téb ti vel’am, pa stdni si. I zasednd mirtfinut, i fatl da
zburuva (p. 273 , entry 35, line 8). The Verb *govori- is used occasionally in 3sg.
aorist in the sense ‘replied’, cf. guvori ‘répondre’ 216, and the example 4 guvori
Petro, rice na nego... (p. 263, entry 18, line 8). The fundamental semantic similarity
between *prikazuva- (sg) and */afi- (si) (in the sense ‘converse’) is apparent in the
following quote Vii sa przkazuvaa migu nih za siti via c&idbi $o sa cinile. Da tamo
So si ldfia i sa éidaa...Da mu rice na nih: Cii sa vii prikdzni, So sa ldfiti migu vds..
(p. 253, entry 4, lines. 5-8). There are no entries for *duma- (in any sense), nor for
*yrevi-.

Lerin (Gorno Kalenik) (Hill 1991), Hill lists no attestation of *gwlcéti in the
dictionary, nor in the section on reflexes of vocalic /I/. The basic verbs of speech are
zborva ‘talk, speak’ (244), zborva vaka (‘he speaks our dialect’, 240) and vele (classi-
fied as the impfv. of rece pfv.) ‘say’, cf. od velen’e do praen’e ima nogu ‘Easier said
than done’, velis (dubitative particle) 241.

Malesevo (Delcevo) (Kymescku 1958). Kusevski’s list of 13 roots with vocalic
*/1/ does not contain *gwlceéti (p. 70). Nor is there any reference to verbs of speech in
the brief lexicon (pp. 95-104).

Malesevo (Umlena) (Schallert: fieldnotes). The most commonly used neutral
verb of speech is dymam.

Mariovo (bunes, Kanapos). The authors note the fatalistic saying 3a 6vxom
coopeame — evrom na spama 160. (Konecka 1951). For the village of Rozden, Kones-
ka cites zagham ‘360pyBam’.

Radovis (bojroBcka 2003). Bojkovska’s informative 30-page dictionary of less
commonly used words includes neither *gwlceti nor *veléti, but lists epése ‘300pyBa’
(while explicitly excluding *zboruva-, cf. “360pyBa He ce cpexasa”), Te, apéenu, de,
poouman cu; Eoén nexa spése 209.7° There is also no entry for *govori-, although the
latter verb is used in glosses, cf. maue — nuwuo ne cosope 3pl. pres. 38. On the other
hand, whereas *dumati is not listed, we do find the noun dyma ‘360p’, Caa mucie uio
a mda oyma 211. The list of examples for roots with vocalic /I/ contains no reference
to *gwlci-, cf. bda, eak, bdacua, eauna, eama, odeu, OAdCeH MU € NAPU, HCAM, HCAUKA,

¢ The occurrence of the rarely attested semelfactive-perfective suffixed imperative form
épesHu 1s interesting, since it suggests that epege has become neutral enough in meaning to
require a derived equivalent of the imperative xaorcu.
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mdauuja 3pl.aor., 3acdaune, 3axdanen, usmdsux, jabdra, kaya (KOKOIIKaTa KOJIBa TPEBa),
Kaodca, xd, pl. xaxoeu, mdaue — HuW4O He 2080pe, NAX, HANAHAM, CA3U, CAHYEmO
37-38. We also note the use of suxa as a verbum dicendi in folk tales, e.g., 288.

Solun (Zarovo) (BaueBa-XoteBa, Kepememunera 2000). Baceva-Xoteva and
Keremedcieva’s exhaustive dialect dictionary (more than 400 pages) contains no en-
try for *gwlcéti or its cognate nouns, but documents *vrévéti, *veléti, and *kazuva-
*kaza-, *prikazuva- as basic yerbs of speech, cf. 6é1’» ‘ka3Bam, roBopsa’, Hac my
6én’v 0 cmagn 'u 123—124; ¢p ’éu ‘roBops’, Muoey xyoyy ep ‘éii 128; Cé 3v 1’yykvm v
pabym ep’éi 128; LII'mom cb cyoupdm 08bmuns 3apyevi il u pamvm 0b 6p "élivm
3 3dpeunyn 128; Hac ep éiiv — tiac wyiin (cbBeTnTe MU ca Gesmonesnn) 128. Also
documented is the deverbative neuter noun @p 'éiin’u ‘ToBOpeHe, MpHUKa3BaHe , 3b
8p "éiin’u 8p 'éil, vbmw 6p élin’u Kypém n'u nvi 'n'u 128; kd3yvm, kdoicv ‘TOBOpS, Ka3-
BaM’, @p ém rkazyvm, uu no 9 adw ym 'acvm 222; Kaw mu koaxy u coamy! 222; ‘pas-
Ka3BaM, pasnpasam’ Mwvi'v’ém u, mvi'u’'ém’u, uu 6a6s KA3yvb NpUKsLCcks 222; ‘Kaz-
BaM Hamzyct’ Kdsvx myn umevmsv no uo un cynyk 222 (and several other meanings);
npuxasyvm ‘ToBOps’, [Ipukdzys mHoey, vms mdaxky pvoom 'u 317 (the only example
for this brief entry). There are no entries for *bwbre-, *dumati or *duma (in any
sense, cf. rather *mysliti), *govoriti, *gvgre- (only *gogne-, cf. 2v2n s ‘ToBOps Hesic-
HO, MbHKaM’ 149), *xorati-/*xortuva-,*zboruva-.

Solun (Suxo and Visoka) (Matecki 1936). Matecki’s detailed dialect dictionary
contains no listing for *gwlcéti, nor for *zboruva- or *dumati,”’but attests to the pres-
ence of *vréveti and *veléti as basic verbs of speech, alongside of *(pri)kazuva-,
cf. vr'dm S, wr’dw’a V, vr’dvis S,V ~ vr’ds V ‘mowie’; vr'dva, vr’avdta ‘mowa,
jezyk’ 128; wel’a S V, ~ vilim S, vilis S, V ‘mowig, powiadam’, si vili sd umo ‘mowi
do siebig’, Sto vili ‘co znaczy’, ja vilim ‘nazywam ja’, vili pak da gu fati ‘chce go
znowu ztapaC’ S, vili da fl’aj n’etr’a ‘chce wejs¢ przez brame’ S 126; prikazuvam
‘opowiadam, rozmawiam S, vazi d 'en’ prikazuvaxa S, si prikazuvas ‘spowiadasz sig¢’
V 89; kazuvam ‘mdéwig, (o)powiadam’, kazuvani ‘opowiadanie, gadanie’ S, V, n’dji
za kazuvani ‘nie da si¢ opowiedzie¢’ S, as well as the original meaning of ‘show’, cf.
kazuvam ‘pokazuje’S, mu ja kaza ‘pokazat mu (fotografje’) S, sd kazuvam ‘zgltaszam
si¢, podaje si¢ za’ S 49. Thus, *veléti and to a lesser extent *kazati are still polyse-
mous, whereas *vréveti has been reduced to a simple verb of speech.

Peev’s three-volume dictionary of SE Macedonian dialects (Dojran, Gevgeli;
Kukus, Solun TTees 1999) contains no listing for *gwlceti (pp. 297-298), but cites
Matecki and Verkovi¢ to document *vréveti (p. 230)

Sklifov and Sklifova’s small lexicon which accompanies dialect texts from Ae-
gean Macedonia (Ilxmudos, [kmudosa 1999) contains no entries for *gwlcéti or
*dumati, but lists eervam ‘ka3Bam, Hapexaam’ and 300p ‘myma’.

2.3.3 Central West Macedonian dialects

The absence of *gwlcéti in CW Mac dialects is reflected in Literary Macedonian.
This analysis is confirmed by a review of detailed descriptions of core dialects.

7 The verb *dumati is not even attested in Suxo and Visoka in its primary sense ‘think’,
cf. rather misl’am, misli§ ‘my$lg” Suxo, sd um’a(m) in Visoka (Matecki 1936: 67).
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Kicevo (Bumoeckn 1957). Vidoeski’s thorough description of reflexes of vocalic
*/1/ lists more than 15 roots, none of them *gwlcéti. (p. 49).

Kicevo (Tajmiski) (Bugoecku 1958). Vidoeski’s extensive list of more than 20
examples of roots with vocalic */1/ contains no entry for *gwlcéti (p. 24).

Prilep (Konecku 1949). The verb *gwlcéti does not occur in the 9 examples cited
by Koneski for roots with vocalic */I/ (p. 252).

Veles (Reiter 1964). Reiter’s annotated glossary (pp. 149-206) contains no refer-
ence to verba dicendi other than the collocation laf c¢ini. Nor is *gwlcéti contained in
the seemingly exhaustive list of roots (cf. more than 15 in number) with vocalic */1/

(p. 56).

2.3.4 Peripheral West Macedonian dialects

Debar (I'puropos 1907). The inventory of verbs of speech in the glossary of Gri-
gorev’s fundamental study of the Debsr dialect contains no reference to *gwlceti, but
it suffices to indicate that *zborva- serves as the basic verb of speech and */afi- de-
notes conversation and speech, whereas *vrévi- indicates chattering or making noise,
cf. 366pea ~ 3666pa, -uw ‘ToBops, MUpKazBam’ 295, ndga (ce), -uw ‘ipaBsi pa3roBop,
roBopsi, OecemyBam’ 297, epésa, -uw ‘0ppoops, mpass mrym’ 293.

Gali¢nik/Mala Reka (Benuh 1935). Beli¢ includes no reference to *gwlééti in an
extensive list of words containing reflexes of vocalic /l/, 104-105, nor is this verb to
be found in the index of forms which concludes his authoritative study. This work is
of particular significance, not only because of its detailed synchronic description, but
also due to its extensive citation of data from Pulevski’s dictionary.

Gali¢nik (Golema Reka, Mala Reka) (ITomoBcku 1959). Popovski makes no ref-
erence to *gwlcéti in the several lists (typically consisting of 7-8 roots) which illus-
trate local varieties of reflexes of vocalic */1/ (p. 109, 111).

Korc¢a (Bobos¢ica, Drjanovene; Albania) (Mazon 1936). Mazon’s detailed lexi-
con makes no mention of *gwlcéti, but does document *zborvi- (speak) and *lafosa
(converse) as the two basic verbs of speech, cf. zborvi ‘il parle’ 453, lafosa (da), -vi
‘parler avec, entretenir’ 417. Together with their cognate nouns zbor ‘parole, propos’
453, faf (from Turkish /laf) ‘parole’ 417, and idiomatic expressions such as najdoje na
tafo, panaje vo taf 417. As did Grigorov in his description of the Debsr dialect, Ma-
zon also provides contra-indication for the extension of netural meaning to the verb
*yreveti, cf. vrjdvi ‘il fait du bruit’ and the noun vrjdva ‘bruit’ 452.

Lower Prespa (Ixmudos 1979). Sklifov’s lexical observations include refer-
ences to cosopa (sans gloss) 128 and sér’a ‘ka3pam’ 146, but make no reference to
*gvlceti, or marked verbs of speech such as *vreveti.

Ohrid (Axumosa 1911). Jakimova does not cite *gw/céti in her list of approxi-
mately 15 roots which exhibit reflexes of vocalic */I/ (p. 238).

Consultation of several other sources confirms the absence of *gwlcéti in dialects
of the western Macedonian periphery, cf. Dihovo (Groen 1977), Radozda-Vevcani
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(Hendricks 1976). Nor did Schallert note any trace of this verb in the course of field-
work conducted in the Kostur dialect of Vrbnik in western Albania.

2.3.5 Northern Macedonian dialects

A survey of sources for Northern Macedonian dialects yielded no evidence for
*gvlceti, cf. Skopje (Yrpunosa 1951), Polog (Cemumes 1929), Kumanovo (Bumo-
eckn 1962). The latter source is of particular significance, due to the extensive word
index which Vidoeski provides.

2.4 Analysis of the Eastern South Slavic material

Our sample analysis of the evidence for verbs of speech in the literary languages
and dialects of Eastern South Slavic permits us to draw certain conclusions regard-
ing the position of *gw/céti and to propose certain theories in view of the additional
light which the fate of this verb may shed upon the settlement of the southern Balkan
peninsula by speakers of early Slavic dialects.

In terms of linguistic geography, we have determined that the principal distinc-
tive regions in which *gwlcéti can mean ‘speak, talk’ are situated in the following
areas: 1) the far NE (cf. archaic Mizija o-dialects, which are viewed as “autochto-
nous” to the Danubian plain by Stara Planina settlers); 2) the SE (centered in the Rho-
dopes, with outcroppings to the east, cf. the margin of S. Thrace, but not to the west,
cf. Pirin, Goce Delcev, Struma, Aegean Macedonia); 3) the NW (centered along the
northern arc of the western Stara Planina and its foothills, including to a lesser degree
NE Torlak in Serbia); 4) dialects situated due north of the central Rhodopes (in the
Marica valley, Sredna Gora, and part of the WCe Stara Planina surrounding Trojan)
as well as more isolated pockets located between the Rhodope-Trojan massif and that
of the NW Stara Planina (cf. Svoge to the N of Sofia and Ixtiman to the southeast).
Our analysis of sources other than 5/[4 enables us to extend the attested domain of
*gvlceti ‘talk’ to a wider domain, thus including Ixtiman in SW Bg, Gjumjurdzina in
S. Thrace, Sevlievo (cf. Krevenik), Vidin (cf. Gorei), Mizija (Romania). We have also
considered how émigré dialects such as that of Suvorovo (Ukraine) and Canakéa (SE
Thrace) appear to shed light on the erstwhile presence of *gwlcéti as a neutral verb of
speech in Mizija o-dialect colonies in the south (“Zagorci”’) and Samokov (“Fakija”)
colonies in the far southeast.

It is noteworthy that several of these regions are characterized by long-standing
older populations (cf. Mizija, Rhodopes, Trojan, NW Stara Planina). It is most prob-
able that these regions are those in which the verb has existed for the longest time,
a circumstance which would provide it with more opportunity to undergo semantic
evolution from a purely onomatopoeic or pejorative verb of speech to a neutral one
(without necessarily entirely losing its onomatopoeic meaning).

In addition to these core areas, where *gw/ceti has acquired the role of a neutral
verb of speech, we have located various adjacent localities in which only marked ono-
matopoeic (‘make noise’) and/or pejorative (‘scold’) meanings have been attested, cf.
(1) in the SW — Samokov (to the west of Ixtiman), Botevgrad (between Teteven and
Svoge); (2) StrandZza (in the SE corner of Bulgaria; (3) parts of NE Torlak; (4) certain
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Mizija dialects other than those mentioned above (cf. Silistra, Preslav, Sumen); (5)
Erke¢ (in the extreme East Stara Planina, not far from Mizija territory); (6) N. Pav-
likjan (whereas S. Pavlikjan retains the neutral meaning). Finally we have attempted
to show how other émigré dialects such as Los¢inovki (Ukraine) indicate the pres-
ence of *gwlcéti in NE dialects of a type distinct from those of Mizija and the Stara
Planina.

In contradistinction to these zones of attestation, we have at least provisionally
established that no trace of *gwlcéti is to be found in Macedonia (including Aegean
and Pirin Macedonia) or adjacent dialects in SW Bg (cf. most of the territory south
of the Stara Planina and west of the Rhodopes). It is also quite possible that *gw/ceti
(even in its onomatopoeic and pejorative meanings) is in no sense native to other
parts of Bulgaria (cf. eastern Stara Planina dialects such as that of Elena), but the
extent to which this is the case is at present difficult to determine with respect to the
onomatopoeic and pejorative usages, since our most detailed picture still remains
5/7A (which describes principally the neutral usage).

3. Discussion and synthesis

The distribution observed for Eastern South Slavic is consistent with the propo-
sition that *gw/ceti was brought to the southern Balkan peninsula from the Danube
basin (i.e., primarily from the northeast, thus conceivably relating to the points in
northern and central Russian dialects, adduced above) rather than from the northwest,
a movement consistent with archaeological and linguistic observations on the migra-
tion patterns of the South Slavic settlement in recent years (see Andersen 1999 and
literature cited there). This proposition is supported by the likelihood that the Slovene
Pannonian dialect was settled from the southeast via the Danube and Sava basins by
speakers of an early Slavic dialect or dialects in which *gw»/ceti had also taken root. It
also dovetails with the apparent total absence of *gw»/céti in BCS (with the exceptions
noted here for NE Torlak and above for points in Kajkavian and Cakavian), since the
Morava and Vardar valleys would have most likely served as the primary channels for
settlement of Macedonia, where the verb is also not found.

In terms of potential cognate relations among early Slavic speakers who spoke
dialects in which *gwlcéti played a central role as a verb of speech, one can only
construct hypotheses. It is noteworthy that the -ny- || -no- isogloss separates Slovene
Pannonian from the rest of Slovene (Andersen 1999: 50-51) in roughly the same
pattern as *govoriti || *gwvlcéti and that both of these bifurcations can be viewed as
inherited pre-migration cleavages. With regard to Bulgarian, in view of the various
archaic features which Mizija and Rhodope dialects have in common, the additional
presence of *gwl/ceti serves to strengthen the theory of their underlying genetic con-
nection, which may be derived from an easternmost group of early accentual parallels
between Mizija dialects and much of the Rup area (cf. initial stress in words such as
*motyka, *zelezo, i.e., with absence of shift onto the medial “recessive acute”, and in
plurals such as *volove, both phenomena as observed by Nikolaev and noted in the
map at the end of OCA 1990).
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It would be premature to attempt to draw any firm conclusions as to potential
deeper relations among the remaining regions of major attestation of *gwlcéti (cf.
those from Karlovo-Trojan in the east to Belograd¢ik in the far NW). It is conceiv-
able, however, that the Trojan and Karlovo passes at one time served as channels
for migration from the Danubian plain and central Stara Planina to the Marica val-
ley (cf. Plovdiv) and Rhodopes to the south (note that the river valleys due south of
Asenovgrad also lead to the Central Rhodope regions with the highest concentration
of *gwlceti reflexes in 5JA-SW). The neutral usage of *gwnlcéti could then be a hold-
over from earlier way-stations along the path of migration. Farther to the west, one
may propose a similar pattern of migration from the Danubian plain into the WCe
and NW Stara Planina, but with little apparent penetration south thereof (other than
Ixtiman and Samokov). Later linguistic evolution would then have led to increasing
differences between the Mizija and Rhodope proto-dialects, on the one hand, and
those to the west, particularly those which underwent influence from dialects with
deep Serbian affinities. It is also possible that new, different waves of settlement from
the west led to the introduction of a different kind of Stara Planina dialect, one which
today is characterized by a marked preference for oxytonesis in the nominal system
(in contradistinction to the Mizija and Rhodope systems). These speakers would ei-
ther not have adapted *gw/céti at all or at least not as a neutral verb of speech.

Viewing the problem from the perspective of linguistic structure, we might pro-
pose that in Slavic the semantic zone occupied by the concept of a neutral verb of
speech tends to be filled by suppletion from two competing sources, “onomatopoe-
ic” verbs (such as *glagolati, *govoriti, *guvlceti, *vréveti, *bvbre-) and “notional”
verbs, such as *dumati, *ret’i, *veleti, and derivatives of *kazati). Since verbs of
the notional type are instrinsically more goal-oriented than the onomatopoeic type,
within the same dialect system they can more easily coexist with the latter as supple-
tive neutral verbs of speech than can alternative onomatopoeic roots. In terms of
delimitation by competing onomatopoeic verbs, the domain of *gw/céti as a neutral
verb of speech is constrained in Bg by the employment of *vrévéti in this capacity
in the SW (and NW), and in a more limited fashion by *bw»bre- in the NW and Ixti-
man in the SW (where there appears to be overlap). The apparent role of *gwgre- in
this dynamic is minimal (cf. its presence in a tiny number of Mizija Zagorci dialects
spoken in the vicinity of Kotel). Elsewhere the primary competition has come from
earlier Slavic notional verbs of speech, such as *dumati (cf. SCe Rhodope, Mizija-
Romania, Gjumjurdzinaa)’® and imperfective derivatives of *prikazati (less com-
monly *swvkazati).” The evidence of Bg Damascenes further suggests that *dumati
may have replaced *gwlcéti in parts of the Mizija north (e.g., Svistov) prior to being
overtaken itself by *xortuva-. A similar role was enacted on a smaller scale by another
loanword (*/afi-, *lafova-) in the SCe Rhodopes.

8 1t appears that *dumati has played a similar role in its relationship to onomatopoeic
*yreéveti in the SW (cf. Kjustendil, E Mac, Pirin Mac).

Tt should be borne in mind that the current zones of attestation of impfv. derivatives of
*prikazati outside of the Stara Planina can not be automatically ascribed to contact with Stara
Planina dialect speakers or the influence of Literary Bulgarian, since such derivatives also
flourish in the south (cf. Pazardzik, Goce DelCev, and with the diagnostic non-standard -uva-
suffix in Sandanski, Blagoevgrad).
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A similar, if simpler, situation obtained in the proto-dialects underlying modern
Slovene. Here “onomatopoeic” verbs *gwlceti and *govoriti each functioned as the
neutral verb for ‘speak’ and these two verbs distributed geographically in Pannonian
vs. non-Pannonian dialects, respectively. Both of these verbs persisted alongside “no-
tional” verba dicendi (povédati, *ret’i, *veleti, *praviti) and each of the “onomato-
poeic” verbs developed a full set of parallel derivatives.

Symbols and abbreviations

* = reconstructed form, ** = unattested form, <> = pre-modern textual attestation;
BCS = Bosnian/Croatian/Serbian (standards), Be = Belarusan, Bg = Bulgarian, BS =
Balto-Slavic, Cr = Croatian, Cz = Czech, En = English, Gk = Greek, Hi = Hittite, [P
= imperfective, [E = Indo-European, La = Latvian, Li = Lithuanian, Lit = Literary,
LS = Lower Sorbian, Lv = Latvian, OCS = Old Church Slavic, Ma = Macedonian;
MHG = Middle High German, O- = Old, OPru = Old Prussian, P = perfective, Po =
Polish, PS = Proto-Slavic, Ru = Russian, Sb = Serbian, Sk = Slovak; Sn = Slovene; St
= Standard, Uk = Ukrainian, US = Upper Sorbian, Ve = Vedic
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Prazgodovina in zemljepisna razvrstitev psl. *gwlcéti ‘govoriti’

V slovanskih knjiznih jezikih je izpricano sorazmerno majhno $tevilo glagolov
za pojem ‘govoriti’. Poleg stcsl. glagolati najdemo Se bolg. eosops, bhs. govoriti,
blr. casapuiys, rus. cosopume, sls. hovorit’, sln. govoriti; ¢es. mluvit, pol. mowic, ukr.
mosumu; mak. 30opysa; dls. rjac, gls. recec. Slika v narecjih je precej bolj zapletena.
Med leksemi za pojem ‘govoriti’, ki so izpri¢ani izklju¢no v narecjih, je tudi psl.
*gvlceti, ki je prvotno pomenil ‘povzrocati hrup, Sumenje; kricati’, kot kazejo starejsi
pisani primeri, npr. stcsl. golks, -a ‘hluk, mrym, Larm, tumultus’; stées. hlucéti, -u,
-1s ‘hluceti, kficeti, schallen, larmen, schreien, rufen’, hluk, -a ‘“himot, kiik, prudkost,
nepokoj, Larm, Geschrei, Unruhe, Ungestiim’; strus. ewviuamu, ewvauy ‘Kpudars’,
2vauanue ‘IyMb, KPUKD , ebika ‘TIyMb, MATeXb . V nekaterih slovanskih narecjih
se je pomen razvil v ‘govoriti’, ki je danes izprican na treh razli¢nih podro¢jih: v
osrednjih in severnih ruskih, v bolgarskih in v slovenskih narec¢jih. Enak pomenski
razvoj se opaza tudi pri drugih leksemih tako v indoevropséini kot v slovanséini. Lek-
sem *gwlceti je povsem odsoten v bhs. knjiznih jezikih; izpri¢an je samo v obrobnih
narecjih, in sicer v kajkavscini pod vplivom slovenscine in v srb$¢ini pod vplivom
bolgarscine.

Razprava podrobno obravnava zemljepisno razvrstitev in pomenski razvoj lekse-
ma *gwlceti v juznoslovanskih narecjih, tj. na podro¢jih z migracijsko poselitvijo, za-
stavlja pa tudi vprasanje o prvotni povezavi med jezikovnimi skupnostmi, v katerih se
je leksem razvil v glavni izraz za pojem ‘govoriti’. V obravnavi se precizira zemlje-
pisna razvrstitev leksema, ki je tu prvi¢ podana sinteticno za celotno juznoslovansko
podrocje. Avtorja prihajata do zakljucka, da je verjetna povezava med slovenskim
panonskim nare¢jem in arhai¢nimi bolgarskimi narecji in da ta povezava sega v cas
naselitve. Leksem so prinesli migranti po Donavi na Balkan s severovzhoda (kot je
razvidno iz enakega razvoja v osrednjih in severnih ruskih narecjih), nato pa v sloven-
sko panonsko nareé¢je. Analiza podpira domnevo, da so slovanske selitve v podalpski
in balkanski prostor vkljucevale raznovrstne praslovanske narec¢ne skupine.

The Prehistory and Areal Distribution of Slavic *gwlceéti ‘Speak’

The Slavic standard languages attest a relatively small number of expressions for
the notion ‘speak’. In addition to OCS glagolati one finds today BCS govoriti, Be ca-
sapuviyb, Bg cosops, Ru cosopumu, Sk hovorit’, Sn govoriti; Cz mluvit, Po mowic, Uk
mosumu;, Ma soopysa; LS rjac, US réce¢. However, the picture in Slavic dialects is
much more complex. Among those lexemes for ‘speak’ that occur only in the dialects
is PS *gwlceti, a verb whose meaning was originally ‘make sound/noise’, as is evi-
denced by older attestations, e.g., OCS gwlkw, -a ‘hluk, mym, Larm, tumultus’; OCz
hluceti, -u, -is ‘hluceti, kiiceti, schallen, ldrmen, schreien, rufen’, hluk, -a ‘himot,
ktik, prudkost, nepokoj, Larm, Geschrei, Unruhe, Ungestim’; ORu evruamu, evauy
‘KpHYaTh’, 2bayaHue ‘IyMb, KPUKD, ebika ‘liyMb, MsiTexb . The verb shifted to the
meaning ‘speak’ in a subset of Slavic dialects, currently attested in three disparate
regions of Slavic—central and northern Russian dialects and, in the South Slavic area,
Bulgarian and the Slovene dialects, a semantic shift that is paralleled in a number of
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cases both at the Indo-European and Slavic levels. The lexeme is lacking altogether
in the BCS standard languages and is attested all but marginally in the dialects associ-
ated with them, this being due to secondary influence from the direction of Slovene
as regards Kajkavian Croatian and from Bulgarian as regards Serbian.

The paper examines in some detail the diatopic distribution and semantic devel-
opment of *gwlceti in South Slavic, i.e., the Slavic dialect areas settled by migration,
and raises the question of the nature of the relationship among those dialects that have
developed *gwlcéti as the primary neutral verb meaning ‘speak’. In the process, the
precise geographical distribution of the lexeme is made for the first time in a synthetic
manner, covering the whole South Slavic area. The authors reach the conclusion that
there is a probable connection between Pannonian Slovene and archaic Bulgarian
dialects with regard to this lexeme, dating to the time of settlement, that was carried
via the Danube to the Balkans from the northeast (as reflected in central and north-
ern Russian dialects today) and then northwards to Slovene Pannonian dialects. The
analysis supports the view that the Slavic migrations to the sub-Alpine and Balkan
regions were of heterogeneous dialectal origins.





