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This paper is a contribution to the corpus of dialect data from regions along the Slo-
vene-Croatian national border. It provides a brief description of the phonemic inventory of the
Croatian village dialect of Mohenski in Brezova Gora. It also reports on developments in the pro-
sodic system based on a spectrographic analysis of tonal oppositions in this dialect and compares
the situation in Mohenski to the dialects just across the border in Slovenia.

Pricujoca razprava je prispevek k zbirki dialektoloskega gradiva s podrocja vzdolz sloven-
sko-hrvagke drzavne meje. Podan je kratek opis fonolo§kega inventarja hrvaskega govora Mohen-
skega v Brezovi gori. Obravnava tudi razvoj prozodi¢nega sistema na osnovi spektografske raz-
¢lembe tonemskih nasprotij v tem govoru in ga primerja s stanjem govorov v neposredni bliZini
na drugi strani drzavne meje.

1. Introduction

One of the more interesting questions in Western South Slavic dialectology is
the relationship, both historical and modern, between the dialects of the Slovene and
the Kajkavian Croatian speech territories. The debate over the origin and genetic re-
lationship between these dialect regions goes back to Dobrovsky in the early 19th
century and was carried on by such scholars as Beli¢, Ramovs, Iv§i¢ and more re-
cently by Ivi¢, Vermeer and Greenberg (see Greenberg 2000: 42-50).

Contemporary Slavic linguists agree that the dialects of the Slovene and Kaj-
kavian speech territories are part of a dialect continuum with almost all of the iso-
glosses which unite them being archaisms rather than shared innovations. Although
it is clear that this is a dialect continuum, a great deal of weight is given to the po-
litical border between Slovenia and Croatia. Dialect maps of this region often cor-
respond exactly with the political border. This may be because little is known about
the characteristics of the village dialects directly on and around the national fron-
tier. It is also because in some cases the political border does represent a linguistic
border (Loncari¢ 156). Of course, linguistic isoglosses do not always correspond to
political boundaries. For example, eastern Haloze, a Pannonian Slovene dialect, has
merged the reflexes of the Common Slavic jaf and jers, a Kajkavian development,'
and does not exhibit circumflex advancement, a Slovene development (Lundberg
1997, 1999). On the other hand, the Kajkavian dialect of Bednja does have some cir-
cumflex advancement (Vermeer 1979). Additional descriptions of dialects in this re-
gion could be very helpful to linguists analyzing developments across this national
frontier, especially for the question of tone loss.

I'This important Kajkavian development was pointed out by Ivié (1968: 57).
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1.2. Brezova Gora

This paper is a contribution to the pool of dialect data from this area. I will
provide a brief description of the phonemic inventory of the Croatian village dialect
of Mohenski in Brezova Gora. I will also report on developments in the prosodic
system based on a spectrographic analysis of tonal oppositions in this dialect and
compare the situation in Mohenski to the dialects just across the border in Slovenia.

1.3. Location

Brezova Gora is a small area in northwestern Croatia about five kilometers
northwest of Trako$¢an. It is located directly across the border from the Slovene dia-
lect area of Haloze, specifically the village dialect of Velika Varnica. Brezova Gora
runs southwest along the border for nearly five kilometers, starting from Jamno, and
is made up of approximately fifteen villages. This is an interesting area for dialect
studies because, in terms of the geography of the region, these villages are more
closely connected to the Slovene villages across the border than they are to other
Croatian villages. This raises the question of their linguistic connection to Pannoni-
an Slovene and Kajkavian Croatian dialects.

Figure 1: Map of Slovene-Croatian Border Region
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1.4. Previous Scholarship

To my knowledge almost nothing has been written about Brezova Gora in dia-
lect literature. Kolari¢, in his 1964 article on the Haloze dialect, mentions it as a
contrast to the Slovene dialect he is describing. Using about five forms to represent
the diphthongal reflexes of the Common Slavic *¢ and *o as ie and uo respectively,
he indicates that Brezova Gora appears to be like Bednja, a Kajkavian dialect (397).
Jedvaj in his well-known work on the Bednja dialect mentions that a dialect like

2 There are at least two reasons to be cautious about this conclusion. First, we are presented
with very little information. We are given the reflexes of only two Common Slavic phonemes.
Second, Kolari¢’s informant from Mahinski (possibly Mohenski), had lived for over thirty years in
Slovenia when Kolari¢ spoke with her. She also said that she rarely went home and that they spoke
differently there at that time than when she left (397).
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that of Bednja could be heard in Cvetlin (283). Cvetlin is not part of Brezova Gora,
but it is only five kilometers to the northeast. The interesting point here is that Bre-
zova Gora is located right at the traditional dividing line between Pannonian Slo-
vene and Kajkavian dialects. This is also the location of the isoglosses for several
important vocalic developments as well as the isogloss of tone loss. Northeastern Slo-
vene dialects have lost tone, while some Kajkavian Croatian dialects have retained it.
This paper will attempt to determine if Brezova Gora is vocalically and tonemically
more like Haloze or Bednja.

2. Haloze

In order to make a comparison between dialect systems, I will start by briefly
describing the system found in Haloze. The Slovene dialect directly across the border
from Mohenski is Velika Varnica. There is no wholly reliable description of this dia-
lect,® but my experience in this area confirms that it is a typical central Haloze vil-
lage dialect. Forms from the author’s fieldwork in Belavsek, a neighboring central
Haloze village dialect, will be used here.

Figure 2: Belaviek Vowel System (Central Haloze)
ifi:i iifii:i uly:
ele: 0 ri:
dald:i  o:u
alg: (a:)

Belavsek, like Velika Varnica, Trdobojci and other central Haloze systems, has
both monophthongs and diphthongs in its vocalic system. Judging from the historical
development of the vocalic system, it is a Pannonian Slovene dialect. This can be
seen in the merger of the reflexes of the Common Slavic *¢, *e¢ and *»/*» > *5 in e,
while the reflex of the Common Slavic *¢ has remained distinct, 'pe:t ‘five’ < *e,
'pe:¢ ‘oven’ <*e, 'de:n ‘day’ < *a, but zvd:izda ‘star’ < *¢ (Lundberg 1999: 100). This
dialect has a rounded reflex of Common Slavic *a, t7g:vg ‘grass’, and the reflexes of
the Common Slavic *¢ and *o have merged in ¢:u, glavo:u ‘head’ < *¢@ , b'lo:u ‘was’
< *p (101). Belavsek has a fronted reflex of the Common Slavic *u, 'vii:ista ‘mouth’,
'pii:ivali ‘built’, and the Common Slavic */ has developed into a reflex distinct from
*@ and *o, 'du:go ‘long’, 'vu:k ‘wolf’ (101).

2.1. Prosody

Belavsek has a vocalic system in which all distinctions of word-level prosody
are realized in the accented syllable and in which the accent is free to fall on any
syllable of the word. This system has distinctive quantity, b'rat ‘brother’, b'ra:t (sup.)
‘to pick’, although that quantity, still distinctive, carries low functional load in Be-
lav§ek because it is almost always accompanied by a quality distinction, ‘delati ‘to
work’, 'dd:ilas ‘you work’. Circumflex advancement occurs in the same vocalic con-

3 A student of Professor Zinka Zorko at the University of Maribor, Anton Rogkar, wrote a
description of Varnica as part of his course work. In some ways it is a very helpful thesis, espe-
cially in the area of morphology, but his approach to the vocalic system and prosody is incon-
sistent.
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texts as in other Pannonian dialects, me'so:u ‘meat’, gla'vo:u (acc. sg. fem.) ‘head’,
ku'ko:us ‘chicken’, but vii:izgali ‘kindled’ (95).

There is no distinctive tone in Haloze, but there is a non-phonemic rising con-
tour on accented syllables (Lundberg 2001: 95). On short and long stressed syllables
the pitch level starts low at the beginning of the syllable and peaks 75% to 80%
through the duration of the syllable nucleus, then it falls off slightly but finishes
higher than it started. The basic measurements of the long and short syllables are
almost exactly the same. The average long syllable rises 41Hz to a peak at 274Hz
and then falls 25Hz to the end of the syllable. The average short syllable rises 34 Hz
to a peak of 273Hz and then falls 16 Hz to the end of the syllable. The striking dif-
ference is that the short syllable makes this contour fit within half the duration of
the long syllable. The contour is therefore much sharper.

3. Kajkavian

As was mentioned before, Kolari¢ states that, according to his limited informa-
tion, Brezova Gora should be classified as a Kajkavian dialect. Loncari¢ and Ivsi¢
also list it as Kajkavian on their dialect maps (Loncari¢ 65, 199). If it is Kajkavian,
what is it likely to look like? Vermeer lists some characteristics shared by most Kaj-
kavian dialects, including a likely Common Kajkavian vowel system (1983: 456).
Several of these points will be discussed below.

Figure 3: Common Kajkavian Vowel System

ifi: ifi: ulu: (< g, later J)
elice 2 olu:o (6/o:u) rir:
ele: ala:

The vowel system above represents the most salient Kajkavian vocalic features.
First, the reflexes of the Common Slavic jat and jers have merged,* bri:eg “hill’,
'dicen ‘day’ (Jedvaj 286, 288). Second, the reflexes of the Common Slavic *e¢ and *e
have merged, 'ma:se ‘meat’, Sa:st ‘six’ (285, 288). Third, the reflex of the Common
Slavic *u, though fronted in the early stages of Common Kajkavian, has in most
modern Kajkavian dialects velarized. Fourth, the reflexes of the Common Slavic *@
and */ have merged in a phoneme distinct from that of the Common Slavic *o,
mo:uZ ‘husband’, vo:uk ‘wolf’, but ny:es ‘nose’ (289, 285). To this list we might add
several secondary Kajkavian characteristics. 1) There is a velarization of the reflex
of *a. 2) The reflex of *e is low. 3) The reflex of long *é is distinct from i and e. 4)
There is a fronting of the reflex of *o to e or 6. 5) The reflex of long *¢ and *o are
diphthongs of the type ie and uo respectively (Vermeer 1983: 440-1).

3.1. Prosody

In most Kajkavian dialects tonal oppositions are retained only on long syllables.
The fundamental frequency (FO) contour is contained in one syllable, and it is the
shape of that tone contour, rising or falling, that is distinctive and not the FO height
of the following syllable, as is the case for Standard Serbo-Croatian and to some
extent Slovene as well (Lehiste and Ivi¢ 1986: 81). Kajkavian, like Slovene, has

4 All Kajkavian examples are from Jedvaj 1956.
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neo-circumflex, which is a circumflex that developed on a syllable with an original
acute (Loncari¢ 40). The neo-acute in Kajkavian on etymologically short syllables is
long rising, séla (nom. pl. neut.) ‘villages’, Zénska (nom. sg. fem.) ‘woman’ (Vermeer
1983: 440). Finally, some Kajkavian dialects have limited circumflex advancement.
For example, Bednja has advancement onto closed syllables but not onto open syllab-
les, so'de:il ‘planted’ (Jedvaj 296), ke'ky:es ‘hen’ (283), but ‘'ma:se ‘meat’ (288).

4. Mohenski

Based on the discussion of the Pannonian Slovene dialect of Belavsek and of
the common Kajkavian features listed above, it should now be possible to compare
the Brezova Gora dialect of Mohenski to these in order to determine which features
it shares with the dialects that surround it.

Figure 4: Vocalic System of Mohenski
i u
ie

4.1. Examples
i < *: - veli (3rd pers. sg.) ‘to say’, 'zimu (acc. sg. fem.) ‘winter’, 'pil (I-pcp. masc.
sg.) ‘to drink’, 'bili (I-pcp. masc. pl.) ‘to be’, vinsko (adj. nom. sg. neut.) ‘wine’,
sa'dil (I-pcp. masc. sg.) ‘to plant’
< * — Zganica (nom. sg. fem.) ‘brandy’, 'hiZa (nom. sg. fem.) ‘house’, 'hiZi (loc. sg.
fem.), jd'zik (nom. sg. masc.) ‘tongue’, ke'siti (inf.) ‘to cut’
ie < *¢: — svietu (loc. sg. masc.) ‘world’, 'biezi (imp. sg.) ‘run’, liet (gen. pl. neut.)
‘year’, drievo (nom. sg. neut.) ‘tree’, k'liet (nom. sg. fem.) ‘cellar’
< *3: — gnies (adv.) ‘today’, 'dien (nom. sg. masc.) ‘day’
e < *¢ — 'leto (nom. sg. neut.) ‘year’, 'belega (adj. gen. sg. masc.) ‘white’, 'delati
(inf.) ‘to do’
< *3 — 'de§ (nom. sg. masc.) ‘rain’, 'pes (nom. sg. masc.) ‘dog’
e < *r — 'serce (nom. sg. neut.) ‘heart’, der'vdna (adj. nom. sg. fem.) ‘wooden’
< *o — ge'veri§ (2nd pers. sg.) ‘to talk’, 'hece§ (2nd pers. sg.) ‘to want’, pede'mg-
Cen (adv.) ‘like at home’, kes'mgti (inf.) ‘to pluck’, he'dili (1-pcp. masc. pl.)
‘walked’
d < *e: —'pdt (num.) ‘five’, 'mdso (nom. sg. neut.) ‘meat’, mdsa (gen. sg. neut.)
< *e — tride'sdtega (adj. gen. sg. neut.) ‘thirtieth’, 'ddvdt (mum.) ‘nine’

’ CI

< *e — §'tdri (nom. sg. masc.) ‘which’, 'mdle (gen. sg. fem.) flour’, 'Zdnska (nom.
sg. fem.) ‘woman’, 'ddsdt (num.) ‘ten’, 'ddvdt (num.) ‘nine’, 'ndbren (Ist pers. sg.)
‘cannot’, 'rékel (1-pcp. masc. sg.) ‘to say’

a < *a: — s'tgri (adj. nom. sg. masc.) ‘old’, pep’rgvili (1-pcp. masc. sg.) ‘to repair’,
zZngju (3rd pers. pl.) ‘to know’, z'ngs§ (2nd pers. sg.)


















