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THE NOTATION OF STRESS IN DAUKSA'’S 1595 CATECHISM

As we mark the 450 years since the appearance of the first book written in
Lithuanian, I would like to draw attention to another Lithuanian work which ap-
- peared just over 4 centuries ago: Mikalojus Dauksa’s 1595 translation of the Spanish
Jesuit Jacobus Ledisma’s popular Catholic catechism. Dauksa’s small work, which
relies on an anonymous Polish translation of an Italian copy of the catechism, is
significant in several respects: it was the first Lithuanian publication to appear in the
Grand Duchy of Lithuania, it helped lay the foundation for a Lithuanian literary
language in the Grand Duchy, and, of more immediate interest here, it is the oldest
systematically accented text in Lithuanian.

Dauksa’s Catechism survives in a single copy, which had been kept at the Vilnius
Public Library (the present University Library) until 1915, when it was removed to
Russia along with other rare books, allegedly for safe-keeping during the First World
War. Its return to Vilnius from Moscow was negotiated in 1956 by the Vilnius Uni-
versity Library, where the book is once again housed’. There are 19th-century refer-
ences to a copy of the Catechism at the Public Library in St. Petersburg, but its where-
abouts are now unknown.

The Catechism consists of two parts: the 108-page Catechism proper, titled
Kathechismas arba Mokstas kiekwienam krikszczionii priwalus, and an 88-page con-
fessional aid, the Tiumpas biidas pasisakymo, arba i$paZinimo nuodémiy. As in the
Polish model, each has a separate title page and foreword, but they are bound to-
gether as a single book with a single consecutive pagination throughout. Before the
1995 republication of the original®, two scholarly editions of the Catechism had been
published: an 1886 edition by Eduard Vol’ter?, who had discovered the Catechism in
the Vilnius Public Library two years earlier, and a 1929 edition by K6nigsberg pro-
fessor Ernst Sittig*. Sittig’s edition is an interlinear comparison of three texts: the

! On the return of the Catechism, see especially: . Lebedys, Du unikumai, — Literatiira ir menas,
Nr. 5, Feb. 2, 1957.

* Mikalojaus DaukSos 1595 mety katekizmas, parengé V. Jakstiené ir J. Palionis, Vilnius, 1995.

*E. Vol’ter, Tutosckui katuxusuc H. Haykmu. [To nananuio 1595 rona, BHOBb [epeneyaTaHHbIi
¥ cHabXeHHbIH 06bicHenuaMy D. Bonerepom. [Ipunoxenue x LII-my romy 3anucox Mmn. Akanemun
Hayx, Ne 3, Cauxr-IleTepbypr, 1886.

*E. Sittig, Der polnische Katechismus des Ledezma und die litanischen Katechismen des Daugfa
und des Anonymus vom Jahre 1605 nach den Krakauer Originalen und Wolters Neudruck interlinear
herausgegeben, Gottingen, 1929.
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Catechism’s Polish model, Dauk3a’s Lithuanian translation, and an anonymous 1605
translation into the East Lithuanian dialect of Vilnius. In preparing his edition, Sittig
(p. 11) laments that, despite his various efforts, he was unable to ascertain the where-
abouts of Dauksa’s original, and he places his hopes in the reliability of Vol'ter’s
edition, which he used instead. |
During a research stay in Vilnius some 15 years ago, I had the opportunity over
several weeks to compare Vol'ter’s and Sittig’s editions of the Catechism with the
original. In short order, I discovered that Sittig’s confidence in the reliability of Vol’ter’s
edition was in fact seriously misplaced, at least with regard to stress. Despite Vol'ter’s
claims of a ,,diplomatically correct” reproduction of the original text (p. XVI), there
are numerous false readings and omissions involving diacritics (see below).
Especially noteworthy in this regard is the regular omission of acute stress on the
letter i. In the foreword to his edition of the Catechism (p. LXX), Vol’ter lists the
following combinations of vowel characters with acute ['], caret [*], and dot [‘] dia-
critics used to represent stress: d, 4, 4, 4, é, é, &, é;1 ; 6, 8, 0; 4, G, 1. Two omissions
from this set are striking: ¢ and (. Vol’ter makes no mention here of either. But in the
first fascicle of his edition of Dauksa’s Postilla® (p. IV), he refers to the difficulty in
distinguishing acuted i from ordinary i: ,,Kax Hu XenareabHO GBLIO OTAMYATE ¢ OT i,
HEBO3MOXKHO OBLIO CeaaTh 9TO, BCIENCTBUE TOTO, 9YTO B OPUTHHAJIE [ U § OYEHD YACTO
CMEIIABAIOTCS UM HACTOJIBKO COBITAAAIOT, YTO HE MOTYT OBITh TOYHO pa3indaeMbl‘C,
(It should be noted that Vol’ter nevertheless does show 9 correct readings of i with
acute, out of nearly 1400 instances of acuted i in the Catechism text; page and line
numbers refer to Vol'ter’s edition: Diewo 12, 31 | Paffikéla 16, 18 | fykibes 18, 27 |
darit 18, 29 | W. ipdczéi [Sittig hasipdczéi] 22, 7 | vfsitaikit 32, 6 | efsi 45, 10| priima 53/
301 VZgimimas 56, 27. In addition, Vol’'ter has three seemingly false readings of acute:
PBweczéufioii 11, 3; Bazniczia 21, 30; and priézaftim’ 54, 15.)
But despite Vol’ter’s assertion, acuted and ordinaryi are in fact, for the most part,
not difficult to distinguish on a careful reading’ — particularly in the Catechism, where
‘a faint impression of the type on the paper assists in distinguishing these diacritics.
And as the following chart of vowel letter frequencies shows, / is in fact the most
common vowel letter in the Catechism text, by virtue of its use not only as a vowel,

° E. Vol’ter, Postilla Catholicka SIxy6a Byiika B nutosckom nepesone Huxkonas Naykum mepere-
4yaTaHHOM noa HabnonenueM @. ®. QopryHarosa D. A. Boabrepom, suim. |, Canxr-Ilerep6ypr, 1904.

% The 1995 edition of the Catechism also declines on principle to distinguish acuted i (p. 34: ,,...dél
to, kad i$ originalo daznai sunku pasakyti, kur ant / raidés yra taskas, o kur akiito formos zenklas vnsur
Cia raSomas taskas®). Nevertheless, this edition marks acuted { in two instances (pagc and line numbers
refer to this edition): diewo 119, 11-12, Zino 159, 8.

’ See, for example, Appendix I: the title page of the Trumpas Budas (Catechism p. 109), in which
the acuted i’s of ,iZpaZinimo* and ,kurie* are quite distinct. Readings of acute may be confirmed after
the fact by parallels with caret, as in the set: atminimas 98/8 = Atminimas 107/8, Atminimas 118/22 =
atminimas 146/30 (cited according to Sittig).
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but also as a marker of a preceding soft consonant and as ,,jot“. In both of these
mstances as we will see below, the i can bear stress, either acute or caret. Acutedi, in
fact has the greatest frequency of all stressed vowel letters. (In the following counts,
done with the aid of a computer, page headers and marginal glosses in the Catechism
have been omitted. Within the text, only lower case characters are considered, since
these alone may bear stress.)

¥ V V

V.lower case: total number (number of attestations, followed by % among all stressed characters)
a (incl. ¢ 7905 1318 (20%) 486 (7%) 39 (.6%)
e (incl.¢®) 4538 997 (15%) 328 (5%) 3 (.05%)
é 1387 0 0 ' 0

i (incl. 8 ie) 10316 1390 (21%) 412 (6%) 0

y 232 0 0 0

0 3067 351 (5%) 360 (5%) 2 (.03%)
u(incl. 4%) 3918 667 (10%) 291 (4%) 3 (.05%)
u 467 0 -0 0

Totals 31830 4723 1877 47

In addition, three instances of grave accent are discernible in the text; these may
in fact be broken or unclear carets (citations according to Sittig’s edition): baznicziot
57, 2 (= bazniczioi? thus Vol'ter 19, 22), lanpfé (sic, for laupfe) 77, 14, wiffo =gakifSis
156, 26.

* * &

Before returning to the question of stressed i in the Catechism and a character-
ization of the stress notation in Dauk3a, I would like to illustrate some of the accen-
‘tual discrepancies in Vol’ter’s edition of the Catechism which do not involve the let-
‘ter i. In what follows, citations refer to Vol’'ter’s edition.

A. Vol’ter fails to show stress (', *, ) on a vowel (other than acute i): (150 + cases)

waikelemus = waikélemus 3, 4 | Zadeieu = Zadéiéu 5, 1| [krauiu] fawy = fawi
5,27 | Bazniczios = Bazniczios 7, 18-19 | [ing...] wiefipéti = wiéfipdti 8, 21 | [eit]
Jakity = fakity 9, 6 | faugodami = faugodami 10,9 | [dtnéfe...] ifganimq = izgdnimg
12,13 | dggui = dqgui 15, 12 | Toii = T6ii 16, 11 | [giwita, fatdymé, ir paduxie miiffy]

¥ Itis curious that there are almost no instances of a nasalized vowel character accompanied by the
;earet diacritic; the sole example of a nasalized -@- is fdarg 101, 26; there are two- exampies of a nasal-
dzed -ii-: ikininimo 18, 5 and fatdijmé 59, 29. All other stressed nasalized vowels — 519 in my reading —
fare accompanied by acute. But even under acute, there is only one example of stressed nasalized -i-:
‘priimdawo 137, 6. There are no examples of a nasalized vowel accompanied by a dot diacritic.
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[weika = [wéika 20, 13 | toffé [diendffe] = toffe 21, 20 | faugoio = [dugoio 22, 12 |
dpturi = dptiri 24, 28 | apfaugoiimo = apfaugoiimo 27, 29 | vifaugot = vZfdaugot 28,
4-5 | metiife = métife 28, 14 | [Sdkraméntq) attoréus = akltdréus 31, 33 | priepiihifsé =
priépuliifsé 40, 12 | faugot = fdugot 40, 26 | [aufifsé] manofsé = mandfsé 44, 20 |
pafifakimo = pafifikimo 44, 28 | [ne] bufiu = biifiu 46, 3 | [kuris tawe] priimty =
priimty 49, 25 | mafoneufes [Wiefipatié] = matdneufes 50, 11 | [tawdp Bwetop]
prifsakimop = prifsakimop 52, 17 | [idgnt... mitéczé... méita] tikraie, meitd graziaie =
tikrdte, méitd grazidie 52, 33 | daguiéiis => dgguieiis 53, 18 | matonufis = matonufis 58,
10 | fmarkigié [kanczia)] = fmarkigié [kanczia] 59, 11.]...]

B. VoI’ter showsé in place of a stress mark (, *): (These are in fact easy to confuse):

métais => métais 3, 14-15 | tikrgié = tikrgié 4, 21 | efmé = efmé 9, 34 | wiétoi =
wiétoi 16, 29 | [ing) geréfni => [ing] geréfni 54, 1 | Téfsi [mari] = Téfsi [man) [= Niech
mi bedzie] 54, 15 | [né palauigfis] dzéugfimas = |né palauiqfis| dzéugfmas 54, 26 | [Peki)
linxfmiéii = [Pek{] linxfmiéii 56, 24.

C. Vol’ter shows a stress mark (*, *) in place of é: |

régi = régi 9, 311 fé[féri (repeated in the 1995 edition) = [é[férj 32, 7| [iz] méiles =
méiles 45, 28 | nufsidéiufém = nufsidéiufém [?] 53, 21 | W. walgiczié = walgiczié 53, 26.

D. Vol'ter shows stress on a vowel which is not stressed in the original:

a. He shows a single stress on the word: forms with a * do not accord with modern
norms: *yra = yra 6, 13 | [wifsi...] *turi = turi 13, 33 | *muffij = muffy 24, 10 { [gnt’]
wiffo = [gnt’] wiffo 28, 2 | *pafkdndinimo => pafkgndinimo 29, 18 | Patdiminti =
Pataiminti 33, 10 | *pridéktas = pridektas 40, 3-4 | [Diewo)] mieteusio = [Diewo]
mieleusio 40, 5 | [pridet wiffiis] nufsideiimiis = nufsideiimus 42, 4 | [fu] *didéfniu [no-
ru] = [fu] didéfniu [néru] 46, 18 | *niidemémis = niidememis 48, 11 | *dwasiy =
dwasiy 49, 28 (the forms are exclusively a.p. 2 in the Catechism, i.e., dvdsiy) |
PBweczéuféfis = Pweczeuféfis 53,17 [...]

b. He shows two stresses on a word which has only a single (generally correct)
stress in the original’: |

pdfaulo = pafdulo 8, 7 | miffiy = miffy 12, 2 | niplatus = nuplatus 13, 25 | [ape]
[éptinis [Sakramentiis] = [ape] feptinis [Sdkramentis) 29, 28 | reikdhifé => reikatifé 39,
21 | tiréio = turéio 40, 11 | [Wief patis] dtsunté = [Wief3patis] dtsunte 40, 14 | izga-
nimds = izganimas 43, 24 | prdrgkczé = prdargkczé 47, 4 | Sutwéréiéu = Sutweréiéu 49,
28 | [ape nufidéiusj] 2mogy = zmogy 51, 10 | [fu] Maiéfteti = [fu] Maieftetii 51, 12%.

° There are many cases of double stresses in the Catechism, but most seem to be motivated.

" Concerning this form, J. Hanusz in his 1887 review of Vol'ter (AfSIPh X 642-648) says that
since we cannot check Wolter’s , diplomatically true® copy with the original, we need to take it on his
word that ,Maiéfteri actually occurs in the original. But as we have scen, this is one of Vol'ter’s
misreadings for the original and quite normal (fu) Maieftetii [for Maiejtotii].
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* ¥k ¥

An apparent graphic innovation on the part of Dauk$a which has hitherto gone
unremarked due to the lack of information on stressed -i- in the scholarly editions of
‘both the Catechism and Postilla, is the notation of stress on sequences of -i- plus
vowel. In such sequences, the stress mark may be found either on the vowel itself, in
‘the form of acute, caret, or dot; or on the preceding i, in the form of acute or caret.
Indeed, a diacritic on a preceding i is the more usual way of marking stress, and
seems to be characteristic only of Dauk$a, who, aswelearnfromZ. Zinkevidius
(Lietuviy kalbos istorija, III, 1988, 184), was innovative in other ways, such as ex-
pressing the nasality in 7 and 4 on the pattern of the nasalized ¢ and g found in the
Lithuanian texts of East Prussia. The function of the i in these sequences is immate-
rial: it may constitute part of the gliding diphthong ie, it may represent word-initial or
intervocalic jot, or it may represent softness of a preceding consonant, as in modern
practice. In the latter two cases, the stress is read on the following vowel. In fact in
cases such as tabiéus, dgguié, fu kokii, or acc. pl. masc. kurifis (7, as opposed to 3x
with no stress, and no examples of stress on first syllable), stress can be represented
only on the preceding-i-, since composite vowel characters never bear stress in these
texts. Indeed, this may have been one of the motivating factors for representing stress
this way"'.

The following categones of representative examples illustrate stress notations
which are equivalent among themselves (in the cover notation C¢V, acute stands in
for any stress diacritic; page and line numbers refer to Sittig’s edition). Indeed it is
not difficult in the material to find parallel notations such asZmonéy 49, 16 = Zmoniy
88, 24 = Zmoniy 101, 2; krauiu 15, 14 = krauiti 38, 8 = krauit 98, 2.

In A, the -i- functions as a marker of a soft consonant:

A. CiV, where V is a back vowel: read C'V: (110 = {; 10 % §)

Tikiu 22, 23; keturiomus 34, 29; [niig wiffy] Zmoniy 49, 16; draugia (= draugé) 66, 2;
kuritis [daromé) 69, 8; kokio [ddikto] 94, 8; [grinteii] dwasioi 103, 2; tabiaus 115, 4;
[méita tei p] ftipria (instr. sg. fem.) 147, 24.

= CiV, where V is a back vowel: read C'V: (80 + 525+ 7)

tokiu 8, 27; [fu Sunumi ir] Dwafid 28, 5; Pirmidus 33, 1; turiu 65, 20; Kokids [éft]
75, 29; Zmoniy 88, 24; kurids [nom. pl. fem.] [pridéra] 102, 2; kuridfe 112, 28; tabidus
149, 12; Tikiu 153, 8.

"V. M. Illich-Svitych (Nominal accentuation in Baltic and Slavic, Cambridge, 1979, 159, note
72) refers to P. SkardZius’ suggestion (Dauks$os akcentologija, Kaunas, 1935, 90) that the Postilla
spellings dind, Gen. Sing. diinds, Acc. Pl. diinds may be ,,instances of placing the stress mark on a
syllable contiguous to the stressed one in the absence of a special symbol for stressed . There seems
to be nothing of the sort in the Catechism (where, indeed, ,,diina” in its various forms is never accompa-
nied by stress}). In fact, I doubt if any notation like the one suggesied is real for the Postilla, which is far
less consistent a corpus than the Catechism.
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= CiV, where V'is a back vowel: read C’V: (20 *, both)
kuriés 50, 20; Del kuriy 63, 7; liefuwiii 74, 8; zmonit 101, 2; fekicio 119, 22; dwasid
147, 4.
In B, the -i- is part of the gliding diphthong -ie-: |
B. CiV,where Vise, forming the gliding diphthongie: read Cle'®: (230 =7;20 + )
Diewo 14, 22; fwietieii 20, 15; més kurte 26, 8; Wiefipati 42, 16; dwi priezafti 110,
18; iz nieko 123, 4; [Biq) diena 138, 10; mieleufes [Wiefipatié] 157, 32; [Biq] dieng 162,
14. (There are a few examples where the reading -/e- involves stressed vocalic i fol-
lowed by another vowel across a morpheme boundary: prieme 27, 27; priemei 134, 28;
and with two stressed vowels: [fékia] pri¢emus 9, 8.
= CiV, where Vis ¢, forming the gliding diphthong ie: read Cie: (110 = *; 6 )
Diéwo 9, 2; Wiéf3pati 33, 19; kurié 39, 5; wifsiémus 50, 5; pirmiéii 72, 2; kurié 121,
26; [Peki] linxfmiéii 154, 29; Wiefpatié 157, 32. (There are a few examples where the
reading -ié- involves an unstressed vocalic i followed by a stressed vowel across a
morpheme boundary: [kam)] priéitis [fitie artikiitai) 24, 20; priémes 114, 26.)
= C{V, where Vise, forming the gliding diphthong ie: read Cle: (60 +, both)
wiéfipati 37, 20;gériéii 40, 17; kitiémus 51, 32; Diéwo 56, 27; [Béia] Diéng 64, 26; kurié
93, 5; ne wiéras 110, 8; Wiefipatié [minas] 131, 20; kokiémus (sole example with *)
161, 8. The situation differs a bit when a sequence contains two i’s (followed by a con-
sonant):
C. CiV, where Visi: bothi’s are vocalic, separated by a morpheme boundary (read
priima 14, 5; priymt” 138, 14; priima 150, 4; 150, 8. _
= CiV, where Visi: bothi’s are vocalic, separated by a morpheme boundary (read
Ci-t) |
priimt” 98, 29; priimk 127, 18; priimt” 133, 20; pritmdawo 137, 6; priimf 139, 24;
pritmt’’ 148, 4. |
In D and E, the -i- functions as intervocalic jot:
D. ViV -i- functions as intervocalic jot, stressed vowel follows: read Vj1- (30x"379)
krauiu [fawy] 15, 14; fudeiimg 23, 29; [per ...] treiis [metis] 30, 12; dgguié 97, 14;
Ant’ jgytimo 100, 8; Peki paiautimai 106, 32; jiudiutas (i-e., jjudintas) 135, 8; Ineiei 144,
16; ataiei 148, 10; [fwéikas) daguiéiis (i.e., dangujéjis) (= niebiefki) 149, 10. |
= ViV -i- functions as intervocalic jot, stressed vowel follows: read VjV: (257,47
krauivi 38, 8 [instr. sg.; [kuri yrd] daguid 57, 26; Apfiryiimas 90, 8; [fu tokin cziftumii]
widuryiéiy (i.e., viduryje-ju) 116, 16; prieitmop 122, 26; né ataiéi 134, 24.
= ViV: -i- functions as intervocalic jot, stressed vowel follows: read ViV: (8, both)
daguid 63, 13; defimtiid 70, 11; [winas (pawirfta)] krauii 98, 2; [Tarp ty] dwiei
111, 28; widurii¢io (i.e., viduryjé-jo) [kwepimo] 116, 28; padeiéio 127, 12.

" Note also the single instance of a bar above an i, apparently marking stress: tiektai 10, 4.
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E. ViV -i- functions as intervocalic jot after a stressed vowel: read VjV- (90 = *;
140 = 7)

tikréié |...pazintiie] 10, 16; Zadéiei 13, 17, Zadéieu 13, 19; igiie (= doftdie) 13, 26;
 wienatiies [funus] 14, 22; fwet6ii 22, 17; atdio 33, 19; bé abeisiimo 53, 14; [garbq) dagiiicig

- (,,dangijeja) 91, 5; né turéios 118, 8; noréieu 132, 4; taimiii [pabggd] 152, 6; mang
nufidéiufi 152, 8; ant dumébiimo 154, 23; Nukrizewdiimas 155, 29; priraffinéiu 161, 10.

= ViV -i- functions as intervocalic jot after a stressed vowel: (7)

Kg bitbiomé 60, 26; graufméie 79, 29; téii [defimtis] 86, 5; Abéioignczéem |gérdi
paminét] 105, 11; [méila] tikrdiig [instr. sg. fem.] 147, 22; girdéiimas 153, 6; Dagiiie
156, 20. |

E CiiV: the first i is vocalic and stressed, and the second i functions as jot: read

Except for Prékiiés 122, 1, all show caret diacritic: igiie 13, 26; wienatiies funus 14,
22; kuriii 37, 5; [artés yra ddug) Mariiy 57, 23; O faldiii mérga 60, 17; [Liéktigu diina]
Hoftii6i 97, 23; Prékiies 122, 1; widuriie [Bi[r]diés] 146, 12; faimiii [pabggd] 152, 6.

Finally, the i may function as a word-initial jot:

G. #{V" the -i- functions as word-initial jot, stressed vowel follows: readjV-: (12)

feigu 9, 18; lokio 21, 4; iog 31, 2; io 36, 8; fei 54, 21; ios 58, 12; ig 59, 2; iy 103, 29;
iog 111, 16; log 116, 26; iiemus 120, 30; iemp’ 149,2.

= #il: the -i- functions as word-initial jot, stressed vowel follows: read j V- (107;47)

yp 9, 26; iéfaus 12,23;iq 46, 14; vz ids 64, 29;iam’ 68, 31;vz ids 70, 5;itis 77, 32;i0g
112, 6; it 114, 18; i6s 116, 12; iy 117, 26; 119, 10; iéffkau 128, 4; id 144, 12.

* ok %

For the most part, the newly recovered acuted i’s, together with the above inter-
pretation of stress notation, simply increase the number of stressed forms in Dauksa’s
Catechism which conform to modern norms. The dozens of examples of various case
forms of high frequency words such as kuris and visas, for instance, show essentially
no stress deviations; and all stressed instances of the instrumental forms siinumi,
sanumis, manimi, tavimi, savimi, show expected end stress”. Indeed, after adjust-
ments are made for Vol’ter’s errors and omissions, the overall impression of Dauksa’s
Catechism text with regard to accentuation is one of great consistency, especially in
comparison with the much larger Postilla.

The greater accentual consistency and systematicity in the Catechism suggests
that it should serve as a touchstone for questions of Dauksa’s accentuation before
the less tractable material of the Postilla is considered. For example, Skardzius

1> The apparent lack of stressed / in these forms in the Vol'ter and Sittig editions led J. Endzelin
(KZ XLIV, 1911, 51) to speculate that ,betontes kurzes i der Endsilbe pflegt kein Akzentzeichen zu
haben®.
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(DaukSos akcentologija, Kaunas, 1935, 192-93) discusses the possibility of original
initial stress in the 1st and 2nd present singular athematic forms of ,,to be* on the
basis of corresponding forms in the Postilla. But the data of the Postilla are quite
contradictory: SkardZius gives 5 attestations for ésmi, 2 for esmi; and 5 for ési, 1 for
est. In the scholarly editions of the Catechism, no stressed forms of the 1st sg. appear.
The 2nd sg. is attested in two forms in Vol’ter: efsi 45, 10 and efsi 52, 18: in Sittig only
the latter appears (146, 18). But on my reading, all four accented instances of esmi in
the Catechism are in fact end-stressed (there is no *ésmi): efmé (124, 28; 138, 24);
éfmi (133, 28; 134, 10); and all 5 accented instances of esi are end-stressed (there is
no *ési): efsé (127, 30; 138, 10; 139, 6; 152, 14); efsi (146, 18). Here again, the Cat-
echism presents a consistent accentual picture, one which, in this case, supports end
stress for these forms.

This overall relative consistency in the accentuation of the Catechism gives us the
confidence to treat apparently deviant forms as motivated. An example is the single
instance of po akimi [softo Kinigifiko] 132, 10, apparently the instrumental dual of
akis (a mobile stem); the more common phrase is the apocopated po akim 133, 8; po
akim tawém fwetém 132, 18. For comparison, note instr. pl. akimis, Postilla 229, 8,
but dat. pl. akimus manémus Catechism 127, 4 (= oczom moim).

Finally, the lack of forms with stressed i in the scholarly editions of the Catechism
occasionally leads to a distorted representation of stress in DaukS3a: for example, all of
Skardzius’ forms for stebuklingas from the Postilla show stebuklingas; similarly for all of
Vol'ter’s stressed examples in the Catechism. While there is no denying the reality of
this form (Catechism examples include: O kaip’ didis ir ftebuklingas 149, 30; andfp
[tebuiklingai gérofp 152, 8), the Catechism in fact reveals a competition with the modern
norm stebuklingas: O [tebuklingas ape mus téwo numitéiimo fufsimilimas 139, 14; O
kaip ftebuklinga daklifte Birdés mands 129, 12; ir ftebiiklingai matoéndus Maieftoto tdwo
163, 12 (double stressings in DaukS$a are sometimes indications of stress variants).

Pranas SkardZius had mentioned the disappearance of the Catechism as a serious
obstacle to his writing Dauksos akcentologija, still the only complete treatment of the
stress of the Dauksa texts. This, together with an uncertainty concerning stressedi in
the Postilla—there are almost no examples of forms with acutedi in his monograph -
may have been the reason for Skardzius’ well-known reluctance to invoke relative
frequencies for various entries, a cautious stand for which he was reproached in re-
views by van Wijk and Brender. The present study represents a first step toward
addressing the residual gaps in our accentual knowledge of 16th-century Lithuanian.
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