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PREFACE

It is generally taught that the ¢ and 3 in such words as otscs
‘father, sredbce 'heart, ovasca 'sheep' and ksngzs 'prince’ of Old Church
Slavonic - and, by implication, of all Slavic dialects of the 9th-10th
centuries — developed from *k and *g by progressive palatalization at
the very end of the prehistorical period, in the 7th-9th centuries. In
this study I analyze the evidence, both external and internal, that
scholars have adduced in support of this late dating. I demonstrate that
the putative external evidence (place-names and loan-words) is irrele-
vant. This means that in studying the progressive palatalization
and related problems we are free to examine the data of OCS and other
pertinent Slavic linguistic evidence unconstrained by the need to cope
with the alleged fact that the change was late. The internal evidence
leads me to conclude that the progressive palatalization was not late:
on the contrary, it was one of the first changes which clearly set a late
Indo-European dialect, Pre-Slavic, apart from even its closest relative,
Pre-Baltic. Thus, Proto-Slavic from the beginning was characterized
by a tendency to palatalize consonants. ’

* ok ¥k

This historical study grew directly out of my continuing efforts to
describe OCS as a synchronic linguistic system and to study it in terms
of its origin and development. My major conclusions are, I believe, com-
pletely independent of the particular theoretical frameworks I have ex-
perimented with, and in the body of the essay which follows 1 have
couched my definitions of the problems and the discussion of compe-
ting solutions in fairly neutral terms. Insofar as possible, distracting
questions of detail and minor points of disagreement on methodology
have been relegated to the notes. However, my conclusions were
reached within one specific theoretical framework and thus, I submit,
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constitute evidence of the value of this approach. Therefore I include,
chiefly in the form of notes, the major hypotheses and procedures 1
followed. They are, on the whole, those set forth in The Sound Pattern
of English, by Noam Chomsky and Morris Halle, 1968.

Since Ferdinand de Saussure, linguists have agreed that the syn-
chronic description of a linguistic system and the history of that system
are two different topics. However, views as to the nature of the syn-
chronic état de langue have varied and still vary greatly. I have de-
scribed the phonology and morphology of OCS from two different
points of view. In the early 1950’s I used the concepts and procedures
of what is now called, somewhat too narrowly, structuralism, my
own version being strongly influenced by my tutelage under, and asso-
ciation with, Roman Jakobson. This description was published in my
OCS Grammar (1954, with slight revisions and corrections in subse-
quent editions). A very different description, in terms of generative
phonology, was written in 1972 and appended to the 6th edition (1974)
as an Epilogue. It was the process of comparing these two synchronic
descriptions of a single system and considering the implications for
discussing the history of that system that led me to question tradi-
tional views about the progressive palatalization, among other
problems.

It the early 1950°s it was generally agreed that a linguistic des-
cription must treat separately two subdivisions of the sound system,
phonemics and morphophonemics; then it should deal, again separate-
ly, with morphology and word-formation, while syntax and vocabulary
could be put off for subsequent study. The phonological building-blocks
were envisioned as segments observable in the stream of speech, units
easily recognized by a speaker who takes the time to think a bit about
his language. Phonetic realism was emphasized, although when pressed
most analysts had to admit some degree of abstraction in defining the
phoneme.

[I shall call this the phonemicist position, intending the term very
generally to refer to "one of the variants of neo-Bloomfieldian and/or
Prague linguistics as formulated ca. 1950", including my own description
of OCS (and of Macedonian). As a generative phonologist, however, 1
still consider myself a structuralist (despite the sometimes pejorative
overtone of that term in some recent usage), for generative phonology is,
I maintain, even more concerned with the totality of relationships
among various parts of a synchronic linguistic system than were (or are)
phonemicists. Indeed, one of the greatest disadvantages of phonemicist
descriptions is the atomism that results from dispersing the treatment of
related processes among various sections on phonetics, morphophone-
mics, and several subdivisions of morphology: invariants are lost among
lists of variations.]
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Linguists from Panini to Bloomfield had expressed the intuition
that abstract underlying or 'basic' forms had enormous explanatory
power in describing the working of a language, for they provide an inva-
riant that underlies systematic variation. Yet it was tabu for a phonem-
icist to recognize as "basic' a form that could not be, so to speak, seen.
For example, one had to describe the synonymous OCS possessive
adjectives pilasts and pilatovs 'Pilate’s' in terms of consonant-mutation
alone. A formula like pilat-j-b, plus a rule ¢j> §t, was impermissible
for me in 1954. One postulated two stems, pilast-/pilat-, and listed the
occurrences (before "soft" desinences / most other cases).

Generative phonology offered a solution, by postulating that a
speaker knows his language in a way that is not bounded by actual pho-
netic output. Thus one may assume that an OCS speaker had as part of
his knowledge of his language two synonymous suffixes, -j- and -au-,
plus a series of rules of combination. Thus the underlying representa-
tions pilat-j-y and pilat-au-y would suffice, with the effects of the rules,
to produce surface pilasts and pilatovs. This view accepts that relation-
ships within a single linguistic system can be at the same time historical
and synchronic. No-one denies that lexical elements which demostrably
have entered a language at widely different epochs now function as syn-
chronic units of the system; surely, in similar fashion, certain phonolo-
gical and syntactic rules of combination that are synchronically in force
also had their origin at different moments in time.

Since my OCS Epilogue went to press in 1972, certain details of
my views about the plausible underlying units, and therefore about the
status of some of the rules, have changed. These matters are taken up in
notes.

The analytical procedure of both generative phonologists and
most traditional linguistic historians seeks to establish the underlying
units and processes of combination which account for the observable
forms of a language systematically. There are two major differences
between generative analysis and internal reconstruction. First, the gen-
erativist assumes that he is exposing the workings of a synchronic lin-
guistic system which constitutes part of the knowledge of a speaker
of that language; the historian assumes he is revealing successive
stages which were properties of successive past états de langue and also
the processes of change from one stage to the next. Second - a direct
corollary of the basic assumptions - the generativist (and the phonem-
icist) excludes from consideration all data presumed not-to be known
to the average speaker of a language: there is no utilization of histor-
ical information and no comparison to related dialects. The historian
seeks any kind of data which might possibly be pertinent - contem-
porary related dialects, and all sorts of earlier records of the given
dialect and all presumably related forms of the language group.



History requires the comparison of different stages: we must
know what it is that we are examining with regard to historical develop-
ment. Since the phonemicist defines a linguistic system chiefly in terms
of units assumed to be only mild abstractions from the observable pho-
netic data, the history of the language must be the history of surface
changes. Thus, for example, the OCS infinitive vesti, corresponding to
3rd singular present vezets, is taken at face value. Descriptively, the zis
said to aiternate with s; historically, one might imagine an earlier stage
with *vezti or *veztei, but comparison with other Indo-European dia-
lects indicates that a cluster zt was generally unknown, so *vestei would
seem most likely. Russian v’esti’f merely continues the old form with ge-
neral phonetic innovations, while Ukrainian vezty is declared to be a lo-
cal innovation, by analogy with the vez- in other forms of the paradigm.
The generativist, however, will have no hesitation at positing wez-tej as
the underlying form for all Common Slavic dialects until the
monophthongization of *er to *7, whereupon the underlying form re-
mains /wez-ti/ for most Slavic dialects up to the present. The history of
the assimilation rule which requires phonetic st must also be accounted
for: on the whole I would hazard that it applied, with sometimes broad-
er and sometimes narrower specifications, in most of Slavic from the
beginning to the present. Only in Ukrainian was the rule lost: under-
lying Ukr. /wez-ty/ (the exact specification of the vowels is a complex
problem [ am not facing here) simply is subject to no assimilation rule.
In short, historical development includes both changes in underlying-
forms and changes in rules.

Phonological units are now generally agreed by phonemicists and
generativists alike to be based on distinctive features, and both theories
acceptJakobson’s doctrinethat phonological changeisbest expressed as
change in distinctive features. The precise nature of distinctive features,
however, is still extremely controversial, and several competing arrays
have been proposed. Each has its strong points, but none has yet proved
to be infallible. It seems clear, however, that solutions to problems
either of synchronic description or historical change which are crucially
dependent on one and only one array of features are of dubious value. 1
have found that for most purposes of Slavic linguistics the Halle-Chom-
sky features of SPE are fully adequate, if one adds the fea-
ture /labial/, as Halle has done in his own work. The SPE features are
well-known and 1 utilize them here, as I did in my OCS Epilogue. I am
taking it for granted that every reader will understand that statements of
the type k > ¢are merely convenient shorthand notations for the more
accurate but space-consuming (and difficult to read) formulas specify-
ing the distinctive features. The full formulation is basic, however, and I
use it in the text or notes when the most important ¢+ stions are treated.



I have made no use of markedness, for none of the theoretical
suggestions which go beyond notions advanced by Jakobson seem to me
to be well founded. In particular, the notions of markedness neutraliza-
tion, markedness reversal and markedness assimilation, as they have
been used without constraint in recent papers on Slavic historical lin-
guistics, are so powerful as to be meaningless.

% d %

Theories come and go, but the linguistic data remain. It is impos-
sible for every linguist to seek out all the information in the primary
sources, but it is vital to remember that materials in textbooks and
handbooks have already been sifted and classed in very specific ways.
Unfortunately, some of the most imposing handbooks turn out to be
the least reliable. Yet even in reading the better works, one must always
be aware of the overt hypotheses and methods underlying the selection
and arrangement of data and, moreover, must keep alert to possible
hidden biases and unrecognized assumptions. What is most important
is that every bit of data which might be pertinent to a given problem
should be examined, and every effort should be made to increase the
data base. Troublesome items which interfere with the neat patterns
one wishes to find can be minimized, but they should never be omitted.

* ¥ %

A major barrier to precision in Slavic historical linguistics is the
carelessness of earlier scholars in citing their sources. Until very recent-
ly, despite the efforts of Leskien, Diels, and a few others, it was common
to label any medieval form "Old Church Slavonic and equally common
to treat hypothetical reconstructions exactly like attested forms from the
oldest manuscripts. This meant a blurring of both regional and historical
differences among the early manuscripts, and made it difficult indeed to
sift out facts from hypotheses, to attempt to find regional and historical
differences in phonology, morphology, and lexicon. We know that dia-
lects which have existed side by side for centuries have preserved differ-
ent archaisms and developed different innovations, and we must assume
that variation of many different sorts existed at every stage of every
group of Slavic dialects. If there is to be any hope of reconstructing his-
tory accurately, we must be meticulous about citing sources carefully
and stating our hypotheses as to the meaning and value of the sources.
Unfortunately, these precepts appear to be unknown to some of our col-
leagues even today. All too frequently OCS data are compared to Old
Czech or Old Slovenian, as if of equal weight. Yet our oldest Czech that
furnishes reasonably full, reliable and systematic data comes from after
about 1350, at the very least three centuries removed from attested OCS
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and four and a half centuries from the hypothetical but reliable normal-
ized system we can reconstruct with confidence: And Slovenian cannot
really be analyzed in any detail until the second half of the sixteenth
century. Of course we can speculate on the shape of any dialect in the
vast Slavic area during any period we choose; what is important is that
we label such discussion as speculation, and that we remain aware that
we are not talking about OCS. Even our cleverest guess-work cannot
stand on an equal footing with attested materials.

Finally, we must not forget that every dialect is an extremely
complex structure. We can find patterns; and regularities, but there are
always exceptions and anomalies. It is unrealistic to attempt to prove
that the dialects which are only imperfectly preserved in writing, or
those about whose very existence we can only guess, were ideal systems,
free from irregularities and idiosyncratic oddities. No "explanation” of
historical development will ever handle all the details.

* % %

An earlier version of this essay appeared in Indo-European Stu-
dies I11, edited by Calvert Watkins (Department of Linguistics, Harvard
University, 1977), and a brief Russian outline was published in Slovan-
sko jezikoslovje: Nahtigalov Zbornik (ed. France Jakopin, Ljubljana,
1977). 1 have had the opportunity to discuss the questions treated here
with many students and scholars, and have benefited substantially from
their criticism and advice. I am particularly grateful to Jay Jasanoff, Jo-
chem Schindler, and Calvert Watkins for their gracious help in matters
well beyond my own competence in Indo-European. Frantifek Mares,
Alan Timberlake, and Henry Kudera have aided greatly by detailed criti-
cism and commentary based on their expertise in Slavic linguistics.
Morris Halle offered invaluable suggestions concerning both form and
content. My thanks go to them all, as well as to others who provided
important information and encouragement. The infelicities, inaccura-
cies and misinterpretations which remain are, of course, my own fault.

May 5, 1978 Horace G. Lunt

_ Like many other works in many lands, this book has been delayed by problems of
new printing technigues. The photo-composition process allowed me to make minor
last-minute additions and emendations; fortunately I found no reason in the scholarly lite-
rature that has become available during the last three years (including specific comments
on my 1977 Ljubljana paper) to change my views on any major question. On the contrary,
one first-rate scholar, Vel¢eva, has taken my major thesis for granted as a background for
discussing the history of Common Slavic. .
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However, the recent literature made me realize how much scholarly views about
the relationship and distribution of the open vowels é and a in OCS - and generally in
Slavic - are at variance, and how crucial specific hypotheses about these vowels can be
in deciding key questions of historical phonology, including palatalization. Therefore
I have given an explicit summary of my own views of the question in an Addendum,
even though the same information is to be found in various notes.

The notes are intended as a running commentary on the text, and I regret that it
was technically impossible to set them as footnotes. { strongly urge readers to make the ef-
fort to read them in order along with the text.

I am deeply grateful to the Macedonian Academy of Arts and Sciences for spon-
soring the publication, and especially to Alena Georgievska for her heroic correction of
countless sets of proofs. My heartfelt thanks go to the computer operators and
supervisors who so valiantly coped with the multiple problems of composing this techni-
cally demanding text, and to the directors of the publishing firm of Nova Makedonija
for their willingness to do the job correctly. It is in the nature of the matter that compro-
mises had to be made and that certain Schénheitsfehler had to be tolerated; the computer
was particularly unreceptive to conventional English word-divisions. For real mistakes,
of course, I am to blame.

June 22, 1981 HGL
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The late Indoeuropean dialects which gave rise to Baltic and
Slavic presumably had a simple obstruent system consisting of four
pairs of stops (p/b t/d k/g k/g) and a single fricative (s, with a rare va-
riant 2). Early in the history of Baltic and Slavic, *s split into two units,
one presumably apical *sand the other probablyadorsal [will symbolize
as *X, very likely varying from palatal to velar articulation. At approx-
imately this time, *K/*¢ ceased to be stops. In Baltic, *£ and *X merged
as palatal *§ (with some exceptions), while *¢ became *2! In Slavic,
*k fell together with old *s and *g became *z? The unit *X probably
remained distinct for some time, later splitting into *$ and *x, both of
which were involved in complicated alternations with *s whereby the
three units were sometimes interchanged.

Old Church Slavonic provides our earliest reliable data for any
kind of Slavic.? It shows, in addition to the stops and fricatives listed
above (p/b t/d k/g; s/z § x) a set of affricates traditionally transcribed
c¢/3, a palatal affricate & and the voiced fricative Z* Further, the combi-
nations §t/Zd function as morphophonemic units and for the purposes
of this discussion we will consider them functionally as stops and sym-
bolize them as *tj/*dj’

The ¢and the Z (which alternates with g) are, as everyone agrees,
the historical reflexes of *k/*g followed by a front vowel or iod at a
relatively early stage in the development of Slavic; let us symbolize
this regressive palatalization as KI. The same formula gave rise to
some instances of ¢/3 in a second regressive palatalization we may
symbolize as KAI.¢

The other instances of ¢/3 result from *k/*gin a complex envi-
ronment that, for purposes of discussion, we tentatively formulate:
Ci{N) - 4 That is, the velar must be followed by a low back vowel and
at the same time preceded by a high front vowel (which may be followed
by a nasal) that is itself preceded by a consonant.” Thus *ratka does not
fit, but *mesink3d and *awikd do; hence OCS réka 'river, but mésgca
‘moon (G sg)' and ovsca 'sheep:
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These examples show that the palatalizing factor stood before the
velar so that this is a PROgressive palatalization, a fact pointed out first
by the Polish scholar Jan Baudouin de Courtenay. Other than the con-
clusion that it produced hissing affricates ¢/3, everything about the BdC
palatalization is controversial: its progressive nature, the exact formula,
the examples that can properly be used as proof, and the chronology -
both relative and absolute.

Long ago Antoine Meillet and various other scholars, operating
with a method of analysis now generally called internal reconstruction,
concluded that BdC was older than KAI. Using essentially the same
method in an effort to analyze the synchronic system of Old Church
Slavonic, I reached the same conclusion (see the Epilogue in Gram.).
Further, the material forced me to place BAC early in the ordered set of
synchronic generative rules, well before KI. My work was strongly influ-
enced by suggestions Theodore Lightner and Morris Halle put forward
in the early 1960’s.® Robert Channon, working in 1965 with a set of rules
obtained from Halle, argued that indeed not only the generative, but the
historical order must be BAC, KI, KAI; his essay, somewhat revised,
was published in 1972. Channon’s arguments were not fully convincing,’
and I was ready to believe that the descriptive priority of BdC in my
own analyses was an artifact of the method, resulting in part because
data from outside OCS were rigorously excluded from consideration
and, perhaps, partly from some characteristic of the formal apparatus.!°
An attempt to separate history from synchronic description, however, at
once revealed such a welter of disagreement in the literature about
questions of fact and theory that a large-scale revision was called for. It
is worth examining the assumptions and data used by scholars of all per-
suasions to see how completely different conclusions are reached."

My own view, as I stated in the preface, is generative. I maintain
that the phonology of many languages (surely including all Slavic dia-
lects) implies the operation of a number of ordered rules, some quite
complex, that affect the underlying representations.'? Other languages
can adequately be handled with underlying representations that are very
close to the actual pronunciation (Haitian Creole, for example, appar-
ently requires morphophonemic statements only for purely "grammatical
words"). Historical changes, I submit, introduce more and more rules un-
til the underlying forms are too far from the surface and rules too cum-
bersome;'? then underlying representations change so that they approxi-
mate surface forms closely and the process begins anew.

My 1974 analysis of OCS aimed for a maximally simple phonolo-
gical inventory. [ was striving to show that the synchronic phonological
system underlying the surface phonemics of OCS did not contain any af-
fricates or other results of either iotation or the three palatalizations (KI,
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KAI, BdC), but that ¢ and 3, along with ¢ and the other palatals, were
generated by synchronic rules. However I now feel that this was false
economy. The position of BdC in my proposed system of rules is precar-
ious, the rule itself being overburdened by morphological constraints
and exceptions. Therefore I would now posit as full members of the un-
derlying set of phonemes the k and g which resulted from BdC. In this
view, BdC is a historical process which is finished; it is not a synchronic
rule of OCS." Further, the & 2 and § resulting from KI also belong in
the underlying structure, occuring in roots, but the KI-rule itself re-
mains to generate surface ¢/Z/§ from underlying k/g/x at morpheme
boundaries.! The results of KAI are be generated by rule; the replace-

ment of ¢&/gby k/3before front vowel is still a productive process.'®

Much of the difficulty about the nature of the formula for BAC
was caused by views of phonetics, usually not explicitly formulated, that
have been outmoded by the work of Trubetzkoy, Jakobson, and many
others. It is now clear that the merger of 1E *dand *3 produced a simple
vowel system that endured until the 8th or 9th century. The features
high, back and long (or tense?) fully define eight units, 77, €e; yy, 4 a
(which resulted in the late Common Slavic or OCS units usually noted
ib, &e; yn ao)plus ei, au, ai (perhaps eu) and diphthongs ending in
N,/ and r.V

BdC has long been recognized to be at least in part a morpholo- .
gical problem, for a reason that is obvious but seems not to have been
stated explicitly: the k/ginvolved in the complex formula is ALWAYS the
last element of a morpheme, whether root or suffix, that is followed in
different forms by phonological segments that differ according to the
appropriate derivational or inflectional sets of suffixes. This means that
the velar always stands .precisely in the position most subject to varia-
tion. The suffixes -5k- and -ynj-(i) furnish convincing proof that BdC is
blocked by *# after the k/g. The adjective Irgsk- 'light, easy’ and noun
Ingynji 'lightening, relief" reflect *lig-yk- and *lig-ynj-i, but polpza‘use' if
from *pa-]ig-a with this same root, shows palatalization.'® Similarly,
konegynji' prmcess (by chance not attested in OCS) but kzngz- 'prince’
from *kyning-ynj-ivs. *kyning- plus a set of desinences, some of which
indubitably contained *4 Discussions of the pre-history of OCS are
likely to take up palatalizations in one chapter and morphology in

_another, with little or no attention to the constant interaction which
* must exist at every stage. Since OCS has -5 in N sg m-and -y in I pl,
forms of the type *atiky, *atiky are posited; the expected OCS forms
“otpks" and "otrky" are declared to be out of place beside G otsca and
I otecems and the like, and therefore, the argument runs, they were
replaced "by analogy".!®
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Yet internal reconstruction alone suffices to establish a stage
where every desinence in the OCS twofold declension begins with *2 or
*3. A number of variant proposals may be made if one includes informa-
tion derived from the IE o-, yo-, 3- and ya-stem endings in other lan-
guages, but nothing changes the major fact: all desinences begin with a
low back vowel. )

(There is of course one exception, the masculine vocative *-e.
With velar stems, this *-e fulfils the KI formula.?® It is crucial to recog-
nize that BAC and KI are mutually exclusive: BAC requires a low
back vowel; KI requires a front vowel. This means that there is no
obvious way to establish which came first.2!)

Table I offers sample declensions of the forerunners of OCS
otsck ‘father, sredsce 'heart' and oveca 'sheep'.??

The conclusion is obvious: BAC took place REGULARLY in para-
digms like these.» No forms contained unshifted velars which needed
"therapeutic’ replacement. Any restructuring of the *o-/*yo- or *3-/
*ya— paradigms which took place earlier than BdC maintained the
crucial low back vowel; later substitutions of desinences in all sorts
of Slavic dialects took place after the *k/*§ or their reflexes were firmly
in place in stems.

Great controversy has surrounded the definition of the part of
the BdC formula preceding the velar. Short *i seems clear from equa-
tions like Skr. avikd and OCS ovsca ‘sheep', Lith. vainikas and OCS
vénsch 'wreath, crown'.2* Long *7is less easy to document. It is generally
assumed for the widely productive suffix -ica, thus *-7k3. Among the
diverse uses of this suffix is the designation of females where there is a
correlated noun for the male. Sometimes the feminine is clearly derived
from the masculine (e.g. proroks 'prophet, prorocica,; vladyka 'ruler,
viadydica), but often a different masculine suffix occurs. Most common
is *~bc-(b): e.g. telsce m, telica f ‘calf'; ¢rensce ‘monk!, ¢renica ‘nun';
starsch 'old man', starica 'old woman'.?* There are a few cases derived
from a past passive participle. Here masculine —ik—(3) occurs: moceniks
‘martyr’, mocenica; udeniks ‘disciple’, ucenica.?®* Far more common and
obviously productlve are words built on the adjectival formant -sn- plus
~ik- or -ic-, such as gréSeniks and gréSenica 'sinner, cf. grésens
‘sinful', gréxs 'sin’. It is sure that —k- underlies all these suffixes, but
the relationships are not fully clear. One thing is certain: we need
not demand that the masculine and feminine forms be fully parallel.

Scholars already convinced that BdC is a late change, very much
subject to morphological levelling, apparently assume that we are
dealing with earlier *-fk-3 and *-ik-aS, i.e. a single suffix used for both
genders, and that it is essentially arbitrary that the end-products differ
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TABLE 1

Proto-Slavic OoCS
N *atikaS *sirdikaN'  *awika othCh srbdbce ovbca
A *atikaN  *sirdikaN' *awikaN (=G) sredbee ovVbCo
G *atika(D) “*sirdika(D) *awikaNS otbca srbdbca OVbCe
L *atgkal *s!rdikai *awikai = otsci sredbci ovbCi
D *atikaw®  *sirdikau?  *awikai otbcu  sredbcu ovbCi
1 *atikami  *sirdikami  *awikaiaN otbcems srbdbcemb ovbcejo
V  *atike *awika otble ovbce
NA *atika *sird?kai *awikai otsca srbdbei OVhCi
GL *atikau *sirdikau *awikau  otscu srbdbcu ovbCu

DI *atikama *sirdikama *awikima otbcema srbdbcema ovkcama

*atikaiS*  *sirdika *awikaNS otsci srbdbca ovbece
*atikaNS  *sirdika *awikaNS otnce srbdbca OVbCe
*atikaS®  *sirdikaS*  *awikaS® otsch srbdbeh OVBChb

*atikaixy *sirdikaixy *awikdxy otecixn» sredbCixh  Ovscaxm
*atikamy *sirdikamy *awikamy otbcemn sredbcems ovecamn
*atikaS®  *sirdikaS *awikami otsci srbdbci ovbcami

—oro»z

Notes. 1. NA neut sg *-om > Sl. *-aN was very likely replaced by *-a from the pronoun
*ta(D) < *tod, in either case the desinence begins with a low back vowel.

2. Older D sg may have been *-3i < *-0i.

3. Isg f *-aiaNis surely from the pronominal declension, perhaps for older *-aN< *-im;
in either case the desinence begins with a low back vowel.

4. The *Sin N pl m represents my suggestion that this PSI desinence represents a blend of
pronominal *-of (cf. Lat., Gk.) and the -s of all other masculine and feminine stem-types. !
submit that this segment *Sis a more likely motivation for the special development of this
desinence to i (not *-ai > -&/-i as in L sg) than the dubious accentual conditioning that is
often invoked (Meillet 1934 § 168, but cf. his doubts, § 159), cf. Gram. pp. 152-3.

5. G pl *-aSis a possible late replacement for *-aN < *-om; in either case, the desinence
begins with a low back vowel.

6. I pl *-aSis my suggestion for the ancestor of OCS -y/-i; its connection with hypotheti-
cal IE *ois is unclear. '

as —ica but -iks.?’ However both *-ik-4 and *-ik-aS$ yielded ¢ (-5ca
;r;dc 9—be): why should putative *-7kaS alone have been resistant to

It is important to look carefully at the attestation in our oldest
manuscripts. The feminine -ica is widespread, with several functions,
but the masculine -iks, though common, is strictly limited to the suffix
~bnik~, plus medenik-, udenik-, kremijenik—, and, cutside the strict
OCS canon, beside more usual ljubljeniks 'beloved', ubimiks ‘beloved'
with the present instead of past passive participle in the stem. The Lat-

-
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vian suffix —niek-(s), presumably from older *-neik-as, whether it is a
genetic parallel or a borrowing from an early East Slavic dialect,®
suggests motivation for the unshifted velar?® We therefore set up
*_ineik-aS vs. *-inik-4 and hypothesize that the diphthong *ei blocks
BdC.

There is one OCS masculine in —ics: korabljics, with the doublet
korabice (perhaps to be read korabjics?), reflecting the doublet in the
base form korabljp/korabs (or korabjs?). Following Meillet (and Vail-
lant 1974 298, 541), we can see here a combining of the ancient *y- of
the *yo-stems with the *ik- suffix to form *-ik-: *karabj-ik-as >
*karabikaS. It is tempting to see a straight-forward development to
korabics, but the comparative patterns from SC ~ much later, to be sure
- indicate rather that the diminutive suffix -ic— was combined
with the iotized base of the synchronic system of OCS.3* Therefore
the alternants here are merely examples of the usual variation - pres-
ence or absence of the epenthetic / - that surely reflects different
Bulgaro-Macedonian dialects of the 9th-11th c.

In post-OCS East Slavic the suffix -ik- became productive with-
out a preceding -n-, but since in any case BdC is older than OCS, there
is no need to "explain" such a form as the oft—cited stariks, attested for
the first time just before 1400. Surely this replacement of starec (<
starscr) by starik was influenced by the form starica'It is characteristic
of Slavic, as opposed to Baltic, that k-suffixes (including of course those
with ¢andd) have been extraordinarily productive. They have proliferat-
ed in different ways in different Slavic dialects, however, and material
from diverse areas should not be juxtaposed without careful analysis of
the individual systems.

‘Gold-piece' is called for in OCS only in the Suprasliensis, and
there beside eleven instances of zlatica we find a lone zlatiks. Otherwise,
zlatenikp is clearly normal and widely attested (cf. serebroniks ‘piece of
silver; -ica in early Rusian3? texts as well). I regard zlatiks as a simple
spelling error of Supr.?

The adjective veliks 'big' clearly is derived from the obsolescent
velii = *velsj-b < *welej-aS$ and thus represents *welei-k-. The -lik- of
toliks 'so big', koliks 'how big' seliks 'this big' and jeliks 'that big' is sure-
ly from *lei-k- (Meillet 1905 329). These formations demonstrate the
blocking force of *ef and strengthen the hypothesis that *-ineik-a§ is
to be opposed to *-inik-a. The noun réka 'river' surely represents
*raikd and the rare otpléks remainder is from *-laik- < *loik”; both
affirm that diphthongs block BdC.

The only non-derived noun in -ce is lice 'face, visage, person',
which surely represents */ik-a and the regular action of BAdC. The word
is well attested in OCS and in most modern dialects. Old derivatives are
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obli¢sje 'face, look, aspect, image' (OCS; cf. obocsje 'temple’ < *ab-ak-
ij-: oko ‘'eye'; 1073), nali¢sje 'outer surface of face' (1073), and the obso-
lescent indeclinable adjectives razlics ‘different’ (OCS) and ss/ich (adv.
‘kortd To0tév’in 1073), replaced by -lidens. Lice obviously had a legal
sense 'evidence, (visible) proof' (cf. the definitions given by Stawski s.v.
lice; compare also Eng. 'on the face of it' and 'prima facie’), which forms
the basis of the OCS verb oblidi +/0bliéaj+ 'expose, confront, accuse'.
From this early network of derivatives containing -¢- before front-vowel
suffixes, post-OCS dialects created a new noun Jik ‘form, shape, aspect,
along with 6blik, prilik, prilika and others (including in Macedonian
even liko and lika 'face’), cf. Vaillant 1974 210.>4 Despite Vasmer and
others, I see no reason for not accepting, with Vaillant 1958a 236, that
lice represents a borrowing from a Germanic neuter, cf. Gothic Jeik
‘body, flesh'. It 'is possible that the concrete sense of the Germanic
noun developed from a meaning 'visible shape, form': compare the
Gothic adj. galeiks 'similar’ and sxli¢e(nz). In any case, the compara-
tive evidence is far too weak to posit *ei, and lice can be taken as a
regular product of BAC; lik is post-OCS by several generations and is
thus not a conterexample.*

One stem containing what is plausibly an inherited diphthong is
often cited as an illustration of BAC (e.g. Shevelov 339): the adjective
trizv  'three-year-old', compared to its Lithuanian semantic equivalent
treigys (*-ivo-stem, G treigio). The equation is inexact. The Slavic evi-
dence is unambiguous that the OCS form must have been *ftrizs with or-
dinary z, presumably from IE *3(h), and not the putative "trizs".3¢ What
needs accounting for is not "3', but a much older contrast *treig(h)-ij- vs.
*treig(h)-. Whether the *g(h)and *g(h) are to be interpreted as two diffe-
rent suffixal elements or one is not important here;?” in any case this
word and its parallel *dvizs (Lith. dveigys) 'two-year-old' have nothing
to do with BdC.*

The phonetic explanation for the blocking effect of *ei and *as
on BdC is uncertain; one expects the high front quality of */in *eika
and *aika to be about the same as in *Cika. Proto-Slavic *ei and *ai are
hypothesized chiefly on the basis of Baltic and other IE information,
and any proposal as to the details of the course of monophthongization
to *fand *¢(OCS j, &) is of necessity pure speculation, constrained only
by typological considerations. That *aj first became *a¢ before merging
with *éis quite possible (cf. Avestan or Latin).?® This would block BdC
in N *racka (> OCS réka) without setting up KAI in DL *raekze, which
only later became *réké > OCS récé*® As for *ei, its eventuzl merger
with * argues against assuming a significantlv lowered second ciement
in the later period, but perhaps in early Slavic — precisely the time con-
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cerned for our hypothesis - phonetic eg existed. Such a sequence would
be phonologically /ei/ as long as the second element was higher
then the first and phonetic contrast with /&/ was maintained. Roman
Jakobson, in his Columbia lectures as early as 1947, suggested a meta-
shesis to *ie, similar to that in Baltic (cf. Gk. yefue, Lith. Ziema,
Latv. ziema, OCS zima 'winter). Plausible though metathesis is as a
possible stage intermediate between the original diphthongs and even-
tual monophthongization,*! there is no independent evidence to support
it in this prehistoric period, and the suggestion is justified only to bol-
ster the conclusion that BAC is late. I do not accept it. In view of the
indeterminacy of the stages intermediate between diphthongal *ei/*ai
and OCS monophthongs, 1 shall continue to write the familiar
sequences *e/ and *ai and exclude the diphthongs from BdC by
specifying Cf'in the formula.*

A series of plant-names in -ika, such as R. klubnika, 'straw-
berries, is often cited to establish an ancient suffix *7k-3 that escaped
BdC, though *-ik-3 otherwise (and in some botanical terms as well) did
become -ica. Yet recent comprehensive lists (cf. Jezowa 1975), impres-
sively long and covering the whole Slavic world, fail to provide con-
vincing evidence that even one of these terms can be ascribed to all
(or most) Slavic dialects in, say, the 8th century. Unfortunately, few
of these botanical names appear in medieval sources, but it is clear
that various groups of Slavs have been independently inventive in
bestowing names on plants, particularly plants that have some economic
value. For example, besides the brusnika and brusnica Jezowa cites for
‘whortleberry (Vaccinium vitis idaea)' is the brusniga treated by Ven-
dina and also, in Russian alone: briiska, brusica, bruséna, brusénja,
bruséna, brusénka, brusnica, brusnina, brusincy and brusnik (Filin).
This same edible berry also has a series of other names (e. g. Polish
boréwki).** There is no possible way to demonstrate that this ‘botan-
ical suffix" goes back to an early Slavic morpheme *-ik-(3); it is
merely one more illustration of the proliferation of k-suffixes in the
Slavic world.#* T submit that attested -ika is a formation of post-BdC
date, but possibly as early as the 9th century.*

OCS y and 5 do not occur after iod, being replaced by 7 and »5:
e.g. grads 'town' has 1 pl grady, but ‘'region’ is *krajs, *kraji (both
spelied krai)** This fronting process surely took place after BdC,
cf. igo = *jego < *jyg-aN < IE yug-om 'yoke'. Two common-gender
rouns meaning ‘'relative’, bfiZika and ¢Zika, are built on adjectival
stems (bliz-, 0z-) plus iod (probably the comparative suffix) and
*.yk-a; *bliz-j-yk-3, *aNz-j-yk-a, cf. viadyka 'ruler and vlad- ‘rule.
The adjectives gofsks ‘bitter and teZpks 'heavy' are from *gar-j-yk- and
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*teng-j-yk- with verbal roots 'burn' and 'pull, a .nominalizing
-j-and an adjectival suffix (cf. sladsks ‘sweet' and Ibgnks 'light).

The only OCS masculine ending in -5k-5 is greks 'Greek’, mani-
festly a relatively new loan,*” but possibly as old as the 7th century. A
word of obscure origin and only local East Slavic occurrence is ga/bks
'(clay) jug, attested from 1117;* it is no help in the problem of dating
BdC. Otherwise there are no old masculines in -sks and no neuters in
-pko.¥

Feminines in -ska do not occur in canonical OCS, but *pzstrka
(attested in 11th-c. Rus as posceka) and *skoljpka 'shell' (skolbka in the
Hexameron of John the Exarch) are to be accounted for as *pytj-yk-3
(cf. Cz. pecka'pit (in fruit))’® and *skaljyk-a (origin uncertain, but -j- as-
sured by SC skoljka/skoljka, cf. Rum. scoicd). Rocbka is glossed by
Vaillant (1974 353) as jar with handle' and he suggests a rather compli-
cated set of relations with roka 'hand'. Yet the word means simpty 'jar’
(and occurs as an epithet of the Mother of God). I submit it may well be
a diminutive *rank-j-yk-a of *rank-j-3, derived directly from the verb
*renk- (cf. Lith. renku 'gather’) and meaning '(large) container'. Mecrka
'‘bear’ (attested in 12th-c. Rus) is unclear; perhaps it is indeed from
*mek-'bleat’ as a tabu epithet in diminutive form *mek-j-yk-3.5!

Thus it is clear that BAC preceded the fronting of *y after iod,
and that a *-yk-suffix could thereafter have a fronted variant *-ik. This
opened the way for the curious distribution "-sk- after velars and palat-
als, -pk- otherwise" that has been so productive in the history of East
Slavic. Modern R. tetradocka can be set up as /tetrad-bk-bk-a/.5? This
alternation had been established by 1076, when the scribe of the
Izbornik wrote kniZeky (A pl) in his colophon. The word 'shirt' in
the Primary Chronicle s.a. 1097 also shows sk-a added to a velar stem
*sark-: sorocka or sracka (for OCS sracica).>* This provides an explan-
ation for the -sk- in the OCS adverb malscsko 'little' (Euch), but the
first suffix, -5¢-, remains obscure.

Several words containing a g that might possibly have been sub-
ject to BdC require a series of separate explanations.® The plurale
tantum kznjigy 'book, writing(s)' was borrowed, probably in the 8th-9th
c., from Turkic Danube Bulgar in a form very like *kynyg-;5 there
was no reason for changing the g, and very likely BdC was not
operative at the time. Veriga (usually pl.) 'chains, fetters' is not clear;
it may well contain wer-j-yg-, but -eig- is also possible. Two or three
early attested words containing presumable *-[g- are probably recent
loans (7th-9th c.): jarigs 'sack, kovrigs or kovriga 'biscuit, {rémiga
'‘pot' (perhaps < Gr. keramik- via a Romance *cer(a)mica > *Cermig-);
see Vaillant 1975 498.
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The presence of a nasal in a BAC formula is illustrated by only
three apparent native nominal stems: mésgck ‘moon'< *més-in-k-as,
with *in from earlier syllabic n; zajecr 'rabbit' (not canonical OCS)
< zaj-in-k-aS, a formation which is by no means certain: and jgza
‘disease’ (< *inga, cf. Pol. jedza, Ukr. jizja 'witch'). However knngzs
'prince’ < *kyning-aS, Germanic *kuningaz, represented in all the
Slavic languages, and péngss 'coin' < *péning-aS < Germ. *penning-,
along with other Germanic loans in *-ing—, affirm that BAC took place
also when a nasal preceded the velar.’® These examples will be dis-
cussed in more detail below.

Returning to the declensional desinences, we must consider the
changes which destroyed the BAC environment in position after the ori-
ginal velar. First surely was the raising of *4to *ybefore word-final *-$
in certain desinences: N sg m -a$, I pl -aS, Apl (etc.) -aNS, Npl -ai§
thus became -yS, -7S, yNS, -yiS (yielding OCS »/-5, y/-i,-y/~¢, i). There
is no clear evidence for dating this process.’” I submit that in any case
it happened well after BdC had been completed as a phonetic process.’8

The monophthongization of *-ai not only destroyed the environ-
ment of BAC, it initiated the second regressive palatalization, KAI. But
before that could have happened, the original *2 and the *-yfrom older
*.aN, *-a§, *-3S and. *-anS$ were fronted in position after the *k/*g (or
*¢/*3) resulting from BdC.*° Before we examine the details, let us look
briefly at some of the distribution of vowels in OCS.

Scholars generally agree that in normalized OCS € may not stand
after iod or the palatals §, Z, ¢ and the groups St and Zd; in this position
expected & (earlier *é) is replaced by a (*4). Thus the old stative suffix
*.¢-is preserved in séd-é-ti ‘to be sitting’, bm\represented as ain stoj-a-ti
'be standing' (*staj-é-tei) and leZ-a-ti'be lying' (< *leg-é-tel). The last ex-
ample shows that the vowel change took place after KI. Following this
same group of consonants in OCS, only front 7, 5 and e may stand (not
¥, b 0), although in fact a large number of cases we are dealing with
represent original groups of C + j + back vowel. Historically, then,
¥ was fronted after iod regardless of length (or tenseness), while *a
fronted to *e if short (lax) but, on the contrary, *¢ was backed to *2.¢
Therefore, after iod only *7, *I, *e and *3 could stand: *y, *y, *a and
*¢ were excluded. The backing of *& can be observed in roots ( *kés-aS
> dass 'time'; *géba > Zaba 'frog), in derivation (e.g. the non-pro-
ductive suffix *-é/-i- in piséals 'whistle, to pisk-aj+ 'to pipe', but sviréle
'flute, pipe' to svir-aj+ 'to pipe'; pecals 'sorrow' to pek+sg
‘worry'), and in the imperfect tense (moZaase 'was able (3g)' mog+;
tecaase, tek+ 'run'; cf. nesease 'was carrying, nes+). However,
there were no declensional desinences beginning with *¢ and

therefore no examples can be adduced from non-vertal inflection.
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I shall refer to this double process — the fronting of *yand *a and
the backing of *é-, as the adjustment of vowels after palatals.

Now, precisely the same fronting process took place after the
k/*g (or*¢/*3) of BAC, so that for every short *a posited in Table I
(to be read as y if before *S and thus subject to raising), we assume
a change to *e or to *i. Thus *atik-aS > *atik-y(S) > *atik-i(S)
(> otoc); *atik-ami > *atik-emi (> otbcems); *atik-aNS >
*atik-yN(S) > *atik-iNS (*atike(S) > otbce); *atik-au > *atik-eu (>
otbcu); *atik-ai > *atik-ei > (otbci). However the long *4 was unaffec-
ted: *atik-a > otwbca, *awik-aN > *awik-4(> ovbcg).*' No *éexisted in
this position (for no declensional desinences began with *&), so no
change was needed. The distribution of vowels following the results
of BdC is identical with that after iod and palatal consonants resulting
from iodization.

What is new in the attested system of OCS is that c and 37 are
the only "soft" consonants after which a and ¢é are contrasted (see Gram.
§ 2.415). In OCS grésenica and grésenicé are different words,
both unambiguous: the first has stem c followed by a (N sg f), while
the second reflects stem k followed by € and therefore the obligatory
morphological substitution of ¢ (L sg m).? This situation existed
only subsequent to KAl, a historical change that was very recent.®® At
this point there were enough factors which obscured the distribution of
original k versus BdC c and KAI c so that old suffixes began to be
redistributed and new ones created. The loss of the. jers (i.e. the
establishment of vowel ~ zero alternations) during the OCS period was
surely a major contributing factor to the restructurings which sub-
sequently took place.

The formula Ci{N) __ flow vowel] is surely established for noun
stems, and BdC as an early and regular process in declension is certain.
It took place before the special raising of desinential *4that led to 5/-s,
-y/-iyand -y/-¢ in the twofold declension, before the monophthongiza-
tion of diphthongs, and before the adjustment of vowels after palatals.

The results of BAC in the verbal system are quite another matter.

In inflection, the formula Ci{N)__4 could be met only in the im-
peratives of a tiny group of verbs like *rek+ 'say': *rik +ai-S *rik +ai-te
(OCS raci recéte; also tek+'run' and pek+ 'cook’, Zeg-/Zng- 'burn’, pos-
sibly Jgk+ 'bend' [*link-aiS]). The non-singular forms with -é- show the
action of KAI, not BdC (for rikaite should yield "rucite"). Although
one is tempted to see such morphological curiosities as archaisms, the
evidence is rather that recéte is not ancient.*

In stem-formation, this same small group of verbs shows up with
i in the root when combined with the suffix *-3-: na-ric-a(j)+ vs. na-
rek+, 'mame', presumably then historically *-rik-a; razZdiza(j)+ vs.
razdeg+ 'enkindle' from *arz-gig-a-. This is explained as Slavic length-
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ening of the zero-grade vocalism of the root, somehow parallel to
u-mir-aj+ ‘die' and na-¢in-aj+ 'begin, with length, versus u-msr+
and na-ésn+. At any rate, the alternations rek- ~ rek- ~ ric- can be
assumed as underlying in OCS. In po-mi3-aj+ 'blink' we see the son-
orant root *meig-, parallel to the zero-grade *mig- which can assumed
for OCS on the basis of msgnovenie (1 Cor 15:52), which 1mp11es
*mpg-no+, and msZanie (Léstvica, Hex.) < *mbg-é+ Here again is
evidence for Slavic lengthening of the root-vowel in the presence of
the suffix *-3-: *-mig-d. Note, however, that the conditions for BdC
would be met even if we speculate that this particular morphologically-
determined lengthening had not yet taken place: *rik-3- and *-mig-a-.
What is important for the present discussion is that only this formative
*.3. whatever its exact function and meaning may have been, provides
the low vowel needed for the BdC formula in verbal stems.

Less clear is vbz-dviz-a(j)+ ‘'raise’, which if regular by BdC im-
plies *-dwig-4-, and zero-grade *dwig- derived from normal-grade
*dweig-. However, no *dveg forms seem to be known in any form of
Slavic, and the etymology is obscure. Furthermore, the well attested verb
dvig-no+ has root aorist 1 sg vezdvigs and 3 pl vezdvigo which, if as-
sumed to be formed on *dvig- plus *-aN and *-aNt, should have under-
gone BdC.%* It is more likely that only the shape dweig- existed-in the
pre-OCS period, and -dviz-a(j)+ was derived by a new rule: "in the pre-
sence of imperfectivizing (or iterative) -4- or -3j-, mutate root-final k/g
to ¢/3. This rule makes no reference to the elements that precede the
k/g. The innovation is clearly illustrated by na-vyc-aj+ 'learn' (from
*-yk-3-, cf. na-uc-i+ 'learn' < *-auk-1-)* and the isolated imperfect
kizcase 'stirred up, examined closely' (ps. 76:7; from *klyk-), where no
palatal element is to be found in the environments. It seems bétter to see
-tgz-a(j)+ as an innovation based on *feng- than as a regular BdC reflex
from some dubious root-form with /-vocalism.s’

The derivational rule requiring mutation appears to have varied
from dialect to dialect, for even OCS has conflicting evidence. Thus po-
strig-aj+ and po-striz-aj+ ‘tonsure' (probably *streig-, cf. infinitive
strésti < *straig-), blisk-aj+ ‘flash' beside both blisc-aj+ and blist-aj+.
Moreover, there are doublets showing that the basic root-vocalism un-
derlyving this formation differed, e.g. po-gréb-aj+ and po-grib-aj+ ‘bury'
imply lengthened *greb/*grib (though again there is no trace of *grsb-
reflexes in Slavic). Thus beside the alternation Zeg-/Zpg- we find s»Zag-
aj+ along with raZzdizaj+ (*-gég-a- ~ *-gig-a).

Examination of the data classed insofar as possible by periods
and areas® leads to the conclusion that from "legitimate" BdC cases like

*-rik-4- > *-rik-3- and *mig-a- > *-mig-3-, the mutation spread to other
velar roots, including those with sonorants.®® Thus OCS na-mrec-aj+
‘darken’ vs. -mrek-no+ 'become dark’, or probable OCS t/scati (Léstvica)
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for telk-aj+ ~ tlek-no+ (and tlék+ < *telk-) 'knock', and the like have
led scholars to expand the BdC formula to include all sonorants:
Ci{N/r/1) — 47° However, this formula must be taken not as that
of the original BdC, but of the far more restricted morphological envir-
onment for making iteratives in late and dialect Slavic. It is probable
that a few such forms existed in most dialects, but the productive applic-
ation of this rule (in several variants) appears to have been largely
confined to South Slavic, chiefly SC or Slovene. Failure to make
distinctions among sources of attestation has led scholars to try to
account for utterly heterogeneous data as though they belonged to a
single system. It is time to recognize that even OCS verbal formations
are innovative; BAC was long dead as a phonetic process, and the
k ~ c alternation had become regulated on the basis of purely mor-
phological factors.”

One wide-spread but slightly anomalous verb apparently fol-
lowed BdC as expected: *sik-3-, pres. *sik-I- 'piss' (paralleled only by
spp-a-ti sep-i-ts 'sleep’) surely yielded *sbca- but *ssdi-, cf. Slovene scati
s¢im. It is scarcely recorded before the modern period, but assured as
ancient by reflexes in many modern languages, even though a variety of
analogical changes occur, see Vaillant 1966 405.72

Both BdC and the adjustment of vowels are progressive changes,
having in common the effect of a preceding high vowel or palatal ele-
ment on the following velar consonant or back vowel or *&.’3 Further-
more, BdC invariably operates across a syllabic boundary. In contrast,
KI and KAI and most other context-determined processes of prehistoric
Slavic are regressive and intrasyllabic, some indeed being caused by a
shift of syllabic boundary.” The distribution of vowel or zero determi-
ned by "the fall of the jers" within the OCS period is regressive, but
conditioned by sequences of syllables; most of the immediate adjust-
ments to the phonetic loss of weak jers in the early historical period are
again regressive and intrasyllabic (i.e. within the newly-formed sylla-
bles). Progressive assimilation and changes transcending syllabic boun-
daries are thus either very old or else after about 1000 and therefore no
longer Common Slavic.”

IE *k/*g doubtless became *c/*3 before yielding early Slavic
*s/*z. This *c presumably still existed when *s after / u r k became
[+ high] *X. A formula like *picatei (< *pik, cf. OCS pssati 'to
write’) would thus remain distinct from *pisitei, whose *s changed,
yielding piXatei (cf. *prxati 'to pound, pulverize'). The stop quality of
ancient *c/*3 may have remained until the time all obstruent clusters
(excepting those beginning with s/z) simplified. Thus *ts (presum-
ably including morphophonemic *ds), *ps (*bs) and *cs (*3s) all
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yielded simple *s, while *kX (*gX) went to *X, which thereby was
phonologized.”¢ At this point the system had two fricatives, *s and
*X, but no palatal stops. The *X can be characterized as [+ high], with
a [-back] variant before front vowels or iod and a [+ back] variant be-
fore back vowels.” For example, /piXatei/ would be phonetic [pixatei],
distinct from [pisatei] (< *pik-), while 2 pl pres /piX&te/ would be
phonetic [pikete] or [piSete], the fricative being different from that in
/peisjete/, present of /pis-a-/ < *pik/peik.

Thus high vowels affected a following *s: it is possible that the
high front *'similarly affected a following velar stop. If we then assume
that *k/*g were fronted to*k/*s by BdC at the very beginning of
Slavic linguistic history, a range of hypotheses must be considered:

(1) no further contextual constraints;

(2) fronting blocked by following *¥(i.e. high back vowel);
(3) no change before *y or *I'(i.e. any high vowel);

(4) change only in the presence of following *4.

Thus:

k/g > k/g after i and before (1) § €7y
2)d€rF
3)dé
“) a

In more formal terms the environments are:

(ay- Vv
2 - v

+high
{[[: ::izi‘i]}
® - |- niga]

v
~ high
o [ o]

1t is self-evident that hypothesis (3) is simpler than (4) or (2).
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Under none of these formulas does the phonetic k/g achieve
phonemic status; phonologization lies in the future. Under the strongest
claim, it is necessary to hypothesize a subsequent loss of fronting before
the high back vowels, presumably because they were phonetically
rounded.” This might well be tied with the process of loss of *eu by its
split to either *jau (whereby the [-back quality] is concentrated in the
new glide segment) or *au (with complete loss of [-back quality]), where
the back quality of the syllabic peak seems to be determined by the la-
bial quality of the final element — a process so old that it is hard to sepa-
rate genuine cases from analogical developments.”” Hypothesis (1) then
predicts that *lig-yk-aS phonetically became */igyk- but, as underlying
/ligyk-/ is maintained to produce OCS /rgrk-, we must suppose that the
phonetic *¢ was lost and the BdC formula became more complex by ex-
cluding *y.

Hypothesis (3), formally the simplest, predicts fronted X in the
vocative, *atike > *atiKe. Since the attested otsce has ¢ the KI palatali-
zation must be formulated to affect k/g as well as k/g. This possibility,
as far as I am aware, was simply never considered by Slavists before
Channon, although there is nothing peculiar about it.

Slavists have taken for granted the end points of the development
involved in the historical change: k is assumed to have gone directly to
either ¢ or ¢, and g to 3 or 3. It is far more plausible to assume first
simple palatalization: k/g > Kk/g, i.e. velar becomes palatal. Observ-
ation of languages of diverse types shows that, while palatal stops
are stable units in many languages, there is a strong tendency for them

to be pronounced with an off-glide which leads to distinctive affric-
ation. Two processes seem almost equally possible: the off-glide has his-
sing quality and &/§ develop, or else the off-glide has hissing quality
and ¢/% develop. Quite commonly the "soft' ¢/Z "harden' to ¢/3, but
they may also become ¢&/3. Finally, the voiced affricates, 3, 5 and 3
become continuant Z Z and z somewhat more often than voiceless

¢, ¢and cbecome 5, §and s . .
With these generalities in mind, it seems plausible to envision the

results of BAC as either K or ¢ at the time velars before a front vowel or
iod begin to be articulated more toward K. The first phase of KI — we
may symbolize it KI* - then produced k/g; the second phase, KI°, ap-
plied to the k/¢ (or ¢/3) in that same environment. Thus all forms of the
paradigm of the possessive adjective *atik-j-as (OCS otsCs) developed a
k which, along with the k or ¢ of the vocative *atike/ati¢e, became ¢3!
The G sg of the noun atik-3(D) develops a k by BdC, that of the adjec-
tive *atik-j-a(D) develops it by KI*: but only the adjective is subject to
KI® and therefore its k goes on to &: OCS otsca but otséa. In distinctive
terms, the BAC K apparently remains a variant of /k/ even after KI has
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operated.®? Phonologization come about when ’f‘kjé becomps *Cfa and
thus opposed to *k4, but this still leaves Gen.- *atika (vs. *atic3) with a K
which is a variant of underlying /k/.# Moreover, *ké also becomes *¢3,
e.g, milk-&-tei > *milcati (> OCS mlbcati 'be silent’).

The raising of *3 before *-S in desinences must have helped to
phonologize *k/*g, as I suggested above. As long as underlying S some-
how is maintained, N *atikaS, Apl *atikaNS$, and I pl *atik4S still have
underlying /k/, but in the next stage the matter is less certain: *atikysS,
*atikyNS, *atikyS* Loss of phonetic *S and the fronting of. % and *a
surely established *k/*g as distinctive. Now older *lig4 vs. *jyga had be-
come */i33 vs. *jiga (later *Ip3a, *jpga G sg).

The adjustment of vowels starts the drift toward what Jakobson
calls synharmonic syllables: velars must be followed by back vowels, pa--
latals by front vowels (dentals and labials beipg neutral but later
developing palatalization before front vowels and labialization before
back vowels). However, at this initial stage the distribution is mixed;
*k/*g, *¢/*3 and ¥ require a following front *7, */ and *e but back *3,
while *k and *g allow only back vowels.8

The monophthongization of diphthongs introduces a series of
new factors. First, the new *¢and *7from ai and *aiS induce the second
regressive palatalization and a new *k/*g. The new sequences *ké and
*$¢& are not subject to backing: thus *k3, *¢3 and *k’3 are opposed to
*k%¢; but while *ky and *¢T are separate, *kK'7 (e.g. in N pl *atiki < -Kei
< *-Kai < atikaiS) cannot be distinguished from *k% (e.g. in N pl *atra-
KT < *-kyi(S) < atrakaiS): OCS otsci like otroci. It is probable that the
OCS forms like otscu and otsCu contained phonetic *&, while ovsco and
ovelo (A sg of ovbca 'sheep' and the possessive adj. ovasd-) had phonetic
*5 but these new front rounded vowels did not become distinctive in
South Slavic.

Thus, I submit, BAC started at the very beginning of Slavic
linguistic history, probably as the general formula: k/g > k/g after I
(which may be followed by a nasal). Later the definition added "unless
before y*, and possibly somewhat later the requirement that i*be prece-
ded by a consonant, and not e or a.

As KI became non-productive, though widely required in deriva-
tion and morphology, the k/g ~ ¢/3 alternation (extended in some dia-
lects to x ~ s) acquired a narrow morphological definition in verbal
stem-formation. The k/g originally resulting from the progressive pala-
talization became fully phonologized, part of the underlying set of ob-
struents. New borrowings for some time were subject to KAI, i.e. k/g
before front vowel automatically became c/3. This period preceded
OCS, but probably not by long. For OCS and other southern dialects,
a flood of new borrowings with k/g before front vowel led to a new
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situation. At this same time, the short (lax) high vowels were being
changed or deleted, and new structures rapidly developed, with new
dialects diverging along different paths.

*

Is there external evidence to help date BAC? It has been claimed
that place-names and loan-words into Balkan languages can help. The
Slavs invaded the Balkans during the sixth century, and from about 570
began to settle in most of what is now Yugoslavia, Bulgaria and Greece.
The major part of mainland Greece surely had many Slavic settlements
for centuries, but by about 1100 only Macedonia and Thrace were essen-
tially Slavic territory; here and in the Pelleponesos there must have been
large groups of nomadic or seminomadic Arumanians and Albanians.
Several Greek towns called Gardiki indicate that *gard-ik-aS$ (cf. place
names Gradec, Gradac, Gorodec, Gra(t)z all over Slavic and former
Slavic lands) had already become *gard-ik-(i) when the Greeks heard
the name a century or two before Cyril and Methodius were born.
If this word had still contained *-ika(S), Greek would have made
it into -ikos or -iko(n), or even -ika -all eminently suitable forms (cf.
Mares 62).%

Numerous spellings of the type -ikia, -ikeia for Slavic -ica unan-
imously demonstrate that this suffix contained a non-velar con-
sonant: since Greek had no ¢ (and probably not even a cluster ts)
at the time, Greeks perceived, and wrote, K8 On the other hand, Slavs
heard Greek K as their own c: kukkia 'beans' (older kokkia) appears in
OCS as kucija (in Ukr. and R. as kut’j4).® Vasmer, who collected
hundreds of Greek place-names he considered Slavic in origin, regularly
transcribed these spellings with K, but because this did not cor-
respond to his conception of the phonetic value of OCS and later c,
he felt the spellings showed a stage still "before the completion of the
palatalization" (1941, 301). His prize example of a velar is ABapikog
for *avorscs (301) cf.*jawar-aS 'sycamore', but on p. 65 he makes a
plausible case for *avorsniks, with rn > r by Albanian interference, a
conclusion far more in keeping with the total evidence he adduces.*
Thus the Greek data confirm that the OCS distribution of &k ~ c¢(or éor
K) ~ ¢ had been reached well before 863.%

Austrian place-names have caused much needless controversy.
Spellings like Liezniche or Sabinikcha werc interpreted as containing
*.ik(s) or *-ik(a) or *-ika or *-ica (*Lésbniknp/*Lésbnica, Zabwniks/
Zabsnica), the matter being complicated by obvious changes of suffixes
over the centuries. What is important, however, is the probable phonetic
meaning the spellings had for the Bavarian scribes who recorded the
names. The dialects they spoke may have had unaspirated k as late as
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the 8th c., but later only strongly aspirated kx. They also had strongly
aspirated ¢ (from shifted *z, spelled "z'). Ordinarily they substituted k
(later lenis g) or kh for the *k or *¢ of BAC. Fran Ramovs, the histor-
ian of Slovene, carefully sorts out the likely phonetic facts of 8th-lith
c. Slovene, the probable etymologies of the toponyms (utilizing the
modern German and Slovene dialect pronunciations, not the official
spellings), and quite plausibly concludes that the evidence for ¢ and ¢
(first "soft", later "hard") is strong. °2 He maintained that BdC was com-
pleted by the 9th c. in the Austrian Alps.”* Unfortunately his wise
words have been unheeded by many Slavists. %

Place-names on the territory of present-day Yugoslavia give little
information. The Roman towns Longaticum and Tarsatica come out as
Slovene Logatec < *logatscs but Trsat < *tprsats. In both cases the
end of the word has been perceived as a suffix and replaced by a Slavic
suffix or merely desinence.? Farther south, the island of Curicum was
surely called *kurku, with Rom. syncope (a factor overlooked by Bid-
well for this name), and it properly yields Krk. Serdica (now Sofia) also
was re-analyzed and became Srédscs, though perhaps it was *Srédpka
or *Srédsks for a time.%

In sum, Balkan and Alpine toponymic evidence is of dubious va-
lue for our purposes. The fact that BdC concerns velars at the end of
stems and especially in suffixes is vital here, for the adaptation of
non-Slavic toponyms involved a general restructuring to fit Slavic inflec-
tional and derivational patterns. While little of the evidence is reliably
older than OCS, it does suffice to show that the final stage of the mo-
nophthongization processes was completed between the 7th and mid-9th
centuries: perhaps *auto *i7 (thereby assuring the delabialization of *y,
which in many SSI areas soon merged with *7),%” surely metathesis of
liquid-diphthongs (*tart > trat, etc.) and nasal diphthongs yielding to
nasal vowels. None of this helps date BdC. No examples indicating the
action of KI are available, but in spite of the difficulty of establishing
the initial shape of some borrowed toponyms, it is reasonably clear that
the native KAI process produced c and probably z (most likely via *3)
from k/g (see Bidwell).

No pertinent evidence before this time is available from the West
Slavic area, but nothing contradicts the assumption that BdC was car-
ried through everywhere as in OCS. In Rus, certain toponyms appear to
show the results of KI, e.g. the river-names [Zora (< IZera, oldest at-
testation 1377 spelled IZnZera), etymology uncertain, but ’proba'bly
containing -ge- (see Vasmer s.v. [Zora) and Ludésa, (also Lucosa), Lith.
Laukesd. These borrowings hardly can be older than the 7th c, gnd
they may be considerably later. A possible old ¢ is in Finnisl} katitsa,
Estonian kaits (< *kadits) 'fish-weir, apparently from *kotsci pl. tant.
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< *kat-ik- (see Vasmer s.v. kotec),’® but this is not particularly helpful.
We may speculate that BAC and KI reached the northeast rim of
Slavdom relatively late.

What is interesting is evidence both from our earliest manuscripts
and from modern dialects that KAl was limited or inoperative in north-
ern Rus. Thus the scribe of the Novgorod Minei of 1095 and 1096,
Dwmuka, twice writes his name in the dative as Demzké (construed with
the imperative pomozi 'help', with -zi < *-g-aiS, i.e. with KAI applying
in this church formula). Recent data collected in the Pskov, Olonec and
Archangelsk regions include a number of derivatives of the roots *kaid-
'strain, filter, *kaip- ‘flail' and *kaiw- 'pipe; spool' (general Slavic céd-,
cép-, cév-, not attested in OCS) with k-: kedit’, kep, kévka (cf. Est. kaav,
Vasmer s.v. cevka).”®

Russian dialect stegd 'path’, related to older *stiga (> OCS sts3a,
lith-c. R. Slavonic stszja) is sometimes said to have resisted BdC (e.g.
Shevelov 344). Yet the expected stezja also occurs (Dal’ lists diminutives
stéz’ka, stezica,), though it is now obsolescent and has long belonged to
elevated style (the usual word being tropinka). The palatalized z’ marks
it as a native form (a Slavonicism would have hard z, cf. pol’za for OCS
polp3a), and the meanings nicely fit Ukr. stéZka. R. stéZka is attested
from 1554 and is the expected diminutive from *stp3-pk-a. Stegd is ab-
sent from dictionaries until 1852; surely it is a back-formation, cf. doréz-
ka from doréga'road' and the folkloric expression stézki-dorozki.

The idiom ni zgi ne vidno-vidat’ = 'It’s pitch black, one can’t see
anything' presumably contains the genitive *stegy, thus affirming the
proper phonetic development without "preserving" the vowel.1® But the
old genitive should be *stszé, which should yield *z°d’z’é, with a unique
cluster which might well be interpreted as a palatalized form of zg.
When the reflexes of é were replaced in the genitive desinence by y/i,
the form zgi would appear.

If one assumes that BAC was very late, then the putative *strga
and berry-names in -ika may be viewed as unshifted forms which some-
how survived through the BAC period. Indeed, with the unshifted KAl
forms, one might hold that the northernmost dialects of Rus resisted all
but KI palatalization. On the other hand, this evidence is not strong
enough to refute the assumption that BRdC was a very early change, con-
sistently carried through in nouns. For the historical period in dialects
which rejected 3,'°! the alternation z(z’) ~ Zis motivated only where iot-
ation is expected; otherwise there is no motivation for relating 2 to z.
Thus a prediction from a Z will "restore” g. In this fashion R. fljaga 'flask,
canteen' is a 16th-c. back-formation from fljaZka, itself created by pho-
netic neutralization of Z and $in the diminutive */Jjaska < Pol. flasza <
Ger. Flasche (cf. Vasmer). On the other hand, starting from z no muta-
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tion is expected (stezja - stéz’ka). This tendency to avoid unmotivated Z
is as old as OCS, where polsza > polsza in some dialects (probably in-
cluding Préslav but not Ohrid), whence the derivative polbz-pn-5 'useful’
(see Gram. 192 for more details). To kladgzs 'well' the expected adjective
kladeZpns occurs in the Hexameron, but in most manuscripts it has been
‘updated" to kladezen-. To jeza 'sickness' only jezens occurs (1X, Izb.
1073) = ‘vboov. A much newer example is the OCzech vitéziti 'prevail,
be victorious' and vitézny, derived without consonantal mutation form
vitéz ‘hero' by the front-vowel suffixes *-i- and *-pn-; they show no
trace of the etymological *g of vitgzs (see below). From knéz ‘prince’
(< *kbne3s, see below), however, the adjective is knéZsky (suffix
-bsk-). Yet OPol shows the expected Z in wicigZzy¢ and wicigZny. From
somewhat younger Pol forms zwycigzyé, zwycigzny and other derivat-
ives (the base-noun *wicgdz is not attested), Ukrainian borrowed and
adapted zvytjaZyty and zvytjaZnyj and derived from them a new noun
for 'victory': zvytjaha. If we did not have the information to trace
these steps, the form zvytjaha might be considered a reflex of "un-
shifted g" and proof of an ancient *vitggs.

Borrowings from Germanic belong to different times and places
and we need not expect the suffix *-ing-(az) to be treated uniformly.
*Vitezs 'hero' entered the Slavic world from the northwest where the Bal-
tic Slavs regarded the Vikings, ‘men of the wik [a special settlement]
(who served as armed escorts for the merchants who ranged from the
Baltic through the North Sea and English Channel down into the
Mediterranean) in a positive way. BdC affected the suffix normally,
and the word spread from the West Slavic lands sometime after
the 12th c. to part of the South and, even later, the East (cf. Vasmer s.v.
vitjaze). An -equivalent name for these same warrions was *wdar-ing-,
'men of the var (the Persian, then Turkic, name for the special settle-
ment)’. It is plausible that it yielded *vargze at first, but BdC ceased
to operate and the Varangians continued to play an important role in
Rus. The Scandinavian pronunciation surely caused the g to be retained
as a doublet or, perhaps, "restored" later (cf. the adj. varjaZesks).'®?
Settlements called variously Buregi/Burezi, Burjagi/Burjaz' (suppos-
edly from *bir-ing-, ON bir 'hut, room' cf. Vasmer s.v. Burjagi) shows
gforms closer to Novgorod, z-forms further south. This encouraged
Shevelov to hold that near Novgorod BdC "was in general resisted"
(350). It is rather more likely that as a relatively late borrowing this
word was integrated into the old pattern in areas with less contact with
Scandinavians. Closer to the merchant city, the foreign pronunciation’
could be known and influential; indeed, it might serve to oust older
Slavic zforms.'® Another similar term, but probably borrowed later,
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is *knlbjags (attested as kolbjagn in the copies of the Iith-c. Rus Code),
from Scand. kylfing-. The term occurs only in the Code, but place-
names like Kolbjigi (Vasmer’s lemma), KolbeZi¢i and probably Ko-
lobjazi¢i and KolobjaZeckoe (A. Stender-Petersen, Varangica, Aarhus,
1953, 99 ff.) confirm its use in various areas assumed to be on trade-
routes of this group.

Variation in other words of Germanic origin must be examined
case by case. Péngzs 'coin, money' and knngzs 'prince’ fit the patterns ex-
pected from *péning- (< Germanic *penning-) and *kyning- (<. *ku-
ning-) with no old cases of g.!'° Both were probably borrowed in the
west. Knngzs referred to local rulers of Slavs everywhere during the
9th-11th c., and on the whole has survived, albeit with varyingly modi-
fied meaning. P&ng3zs, however, remained essentially WSI, although the
Cyrillo-Methodian translations introduced it to South and East Slavs‘as
a bookish word. (In ESI, apart from early church books, it recurs with
reference to commerce in Lithuania in 1388, i.e. in dealings with
people with western connections.)

The equivalents of *skilling- 'shilling’' are far more varied, surely
because different groups of Slavs continued to hear the word from the
mouths of traders of varying backgrounds over a period of several cen-
turies; there is no way to separate out the levels with confidence. OCS
has the word in a single passage, Mt. 22:19. Sav. skelgzs violates OCS
structure by » after k, Mar. sklezs by initial ski-. (In Zogr, this passage is
in the 12th-c. additions, where phonetic detail is not to be ascribed to
OCS: skrlgzs.)'*> The Primary Chronicle has $¢blggu s.a. 885 and 964,
implying *ski- affected by KI but *-ing- not subject to BdC. However
the KAI effect on -sk- in some dialects of Poland and perhaps Rus was
originally to produce s¢ (OPol. Polska, DL Polszcze). We might then
assume that the new *skilling- undergoes this KAI effect, and has
-in- replaced by 4-, by influence of older names for the money or by
some other process.!%

The old word *usergzs or *usorgzs ‘earring, nose-ring' (by chance
not attested in OCS) is replaced in some mss. after about 1300 by a va-
riety of forms with g, not z. The cause is surely repeated contact with
other forms ultimately derived from Germanic *ausahring-'"" *Retgzp
‘chain’ (not, in spite of Vasmer s.v. rétjazs, to be ascribed to R or & Sla-
vonic, but confined to West Slavic and the adjacent Ukrairian, with
16th-c. Ukr. Slavonic) is an etymological problem, but {iis the BdC pat-
tern. Also confined to West Slavic was the old Germanic word for
‘brass', *massing- > *mosg3zb: Pol. mosigdz (with adj. mosigzny), Cz.
mosaz mosazay, etc. Ukr. mosjéZ is a back-formation from mosjdznyj.
adapted from Polish. OCS kladgzp 'well' suggests *kald-ing-, which in
turn corresponds to OR kolodjazs, though mod. R. normally has kold-
dec(see Vasmer) with a different suffix, cf. Bg. klddenec.’?
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Native forms with stem-final *k were common in the earliest
Slavic, and BdC surely applied regularly. The shape *Cig-, however,
occurs only in three cases, *stigd (dealt with above), the borrowing
*gabig- (cf. Goth. gabigs) > OCS gobs3s 'productive, rich' as expected
by BdC (see Gram. 192 for derivatives in OCS), and *lig- in po-Ir3-a
‘benefit, use' and /sz€ ‘it is permitted’, which presents difficulties.

First, what does the OCS spelling /5z¢ represent?!'!® Vaillant as-
sumed *I53¢, which he seems to view as a locative or dative of Isga with
KAI applied (1950 55).!' I submit that a different interpretation is
possible: it can be the nominative */p3a, originally an abstract *ligg to
the u-stem adjective *ligu- (which, with k-suffix and late re-analysis,
gave OCS /bg-5k-).

The matter is anything but simple, not least because this word
and its near-synonyms are part of a semantic system of legal and moral
judgement concerning desirability, appropriateness, possibility, and
their opposites. Such concepts change with social systems. We have
every reason to believe that the rapidly changing social contexts in
which various Slavic groups found themselves even in the restricted
OCS period from 850-1100 must have led to divergent norms of beha-
vior and varied innovations in lexical and syntactic means of expressing
the necessary distinctions. It is not at all surprising that our scanty OCS
(plus early Rus) data are contradictory, indicating a perhaps hopeless
entanglement of diverse traditions. Information from later texts provides
little help in disentangling matters; indeed it is probable that medieval
scribes and scholars, themselves uncertain of the exact meaning of cer-
tain words and constructions, attempted "corrections” in ways which re-
sulted in greater obscurity. What is important is that our oldest evidence
is extremely unclear, and thus ANY interpretation must be explicitly spe-
culative.

Formal parallelism for original -€ is to be found in another rare
modal, trébé, which functions logically both as an uninflected adjective
(e.g. I Cor. 12:21 ne trébé mi esi... ne trébé mi esta "ypeiov oov ovk Exw...
.xpsmv LGV ovk £xw') or noun (Sav John 16:30 ne trébé imasi, p. 5, but
with a verb ne trébuedi, p. 98, ‘o0 ypeiav &xeic’) and, with byti or ne byti,
a modal: Supr 345.12 n» velmi trébé iskati 'but it is very necessary to se-
arch'. Whether it is by origin a noun in the locative (or dative?),!'? or so-
me archaic adjectival or verbal form, is hard to say: it is traditionally de-
fined as an adverb.''? Trébé was close to the meaning of the verb trébo-
vati and phrases using the noun potréba (see Slovnik), which in turn
overlaps with some senses of pols3a (e.g. Luke 10:42, Sav edino Ze ests
na polszo Zogr Mar na potrébo 'évog 8¢ ot ypeia).

Now, both potréba and pé6isza are formally post-verbals. There is
no attested parallel verb for potréba (since potrébiti and the like belong
to a different root meaning 'clear out, eradicate, destroy’), but *polsZiti
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did exist, with the meaning 'receive benefit.!"* A doublet *polsziti may
be posited for the 10th-c. language of books from the south (cf.
Sreznevskij). This shows that the underlying form was regarded as *Isg
or */5zin one time and/or place, but as */szin other dialects.

Polr3za/polpza surely was accepted in the south, but it must have
been a literary import. The denominative polp3zevati/polbzevati dis-
placed *polsZiti/*polrziti!'> However *Ibza or *Ipzé (or both) was
(or were) eliminated. Since OCz has /zé,''¢ and cognates are found in
OPol Idza and Iza, it is reasonable to hypothesize that in Moravia
Cyril and Methodius found the nominative */53a (phonetically probably
*Ivza, for *3 surely was not current in that area) used in modal senses.
The confusion in spelling caused partly by the use of the 3/z letters
and partly by the use of the vowel-letters was compounded by the
purely literary character of the word. Modern scholars can only
speculate whether a form */rga may have existed in the South Slavic
of the 9th century. I doubt it.

In Rus, the form Iszé was spelled for a while, but the form /szja
(nearly always negated) won out. The ne Iga and polga of later texts!!’
and modern dialects are often cited to illustrate the resistance of the dia-
lects of north Rus to both BdC and KAI I suggest rather that these
forms are rebuilt because the literary alternation of g and Zand Z, based
as it was on the southern reflexes of KAI (as well as BAC and K1), led to
hypercorrect spellings by scribes.!'® On the other hand, such forms could
result at any time as long as the semantic connection with the original
*ligu- 'light', (or its reflexes) was maintained.""” Indeed, this connection
could have kept BdC from operating in the first place. The palataliza-
tion might have affected only voiceless k at the beginning and, more-
over, no other g-examples seem to have existed.'?®

One final example is cited to show resistance to BdC in the north
of Rus: bdba-jaga is the only recorded Russian form of the name for a
special witch, and equivalents are usual in Belorussian and Ukrainian.
Ukrainian, however, also has jdzja 'witch!, thus corresponding to the
other cognate reflexes of jgza < inga'* In the absence of any related
forms to establish a morphophonemic basis for "restoring" g, I can only
speculate that some affective factor restrained or biocked BdC here.!22
(Or perhaps the influence of Baltic *jég3 'power'? Belorussian developed
largely in formerly Baltic territory, surely the first stop for the ancestors
of the Great Russians as they expanded from south of the Pripet and
west of the Dnepr valley.) In any case, these words are insufficient cause
for abandoriing my hypothesis that BAC was early and consistent. They
test, but do not disprove, the ruie.

The late Vaclav Machek made the important obscrvation that
vise 'all' and the verbal stem -smis-aj+ (cf. sméxs laugh') are the sole al-
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leged results of BAC operating on *x, while "exceptions to BdC" like
Zenixp ‘bridegroom' and aorists of the type xvalixoms are in fact
the rule. The etymology of vsssk is uncertain: if it is the same as Lith.
visas, it cannot go with Skr. vigva-. Machek argues for a connection with
*wik- ‘village, community' (whereby Lith. visas must be a loan
from Slavic). Without accepting Machek’s argumentation in all
details, I do agree that vess (*vbss in West Slavic, but perhaps *vex-
at least for part of the declension in early Novgorod, see below) is
not certainly a regularly derived form. The verb -smis-aj+, if it
belcngs here at all, perhaps shows the late dialect morphological stem-
forming rule that produces -vyc-aj+ 'learn’ (cf. -ué-i+) and s»-tez-aj+
'gain’ (cf. -tgg-np + ) that was touched on above (p. 24 and note 71).

Vbsk is indeed a problem. The mixed declension is striking:

Hard VbSh Soft
Nsgm tb VbSb Sb nasp
G togo Vbsego sego  naSego
I tmbp  vbsémb simp  naSimsp
Nplm ti Vbsi si nasi
GL pl téxp  VBSEXD six>  naSixs
D pl témp  Vbsémb simb  nasimb
Ipl t¢mi  vbsémi simi nasimi

All other forms agree with sp and nase as well as nouns like otscs or
otsép where the "soft" stem goes back to *k/*g of BAC or else j. If *wix-
is the old stem, then N pl m and the four é-forms seem to show the ef-
fects of KAI: *wix-aimi > vbséms. Thus, the argument runs (so Van
Wijk, § 17), KAI operated first, then BdC affected such forms as neuter
*wixo, G *wixaga > *wisa, * wiSaga, adjusting then to vsse, vbsego.'?
The same logic, however, should produce OCS "otbcéxs" and the like,
but no trace of such forms is found. Van Wijk believes the pronoun less
likely to yield to analogy: "Dass ein Paradigma vsse, -€go, -emu, -imb,
-ems usw. seine -i-Kasus unter dem Einfluss der harten Stimme (témsp
usw.) aufgegeben habe, ist angesichts sb, sego, semu, simp, sems usw.
unannehmbar."'?* Why unacceptable? On the contrary, pronouns are far
more likely to develop peculiar innovations along with haphazard rear-
rangements of old materials, and Slavic sb itself is synchronically diffi-
cult and historically peculiar. There is no obvious reason it should take
soft endings; in trying tc give a systematic generative account I was
forced to posit a special underlying phoneme /5/ for this single
pronoun (Gram. E 18.82). An IE stem *k- should yield hard s- and
require hard desinences. Lithuanian seems to show also a second
stem *kj-; this should give Slavic §, but Slavic responds rather with

36



sij-/sbj-, which looks like *Kei-. In short, the paradigm of sp must be
the result of prehistoric readjustments. Still, some of those adjust-
ments may have to do with a rearrangement of front-vowel and
back-vowel desinences. The stem vbs- appears in Old Czech as vs-
< *yp§-, with the same hard-soft declensional mixture as in OCS.
Vs- is the base for all other WSI forms, though in most dialects the stem
has been extended by means of various suffixes, e.g. Pol. wszystek.
This seems to be at least partly in accord with the s which occurs
from *-x- before *ai-desinences in some dialects. Thus scholars con-
cluded that BAC and KAI conspired to produce these forms by the
same processes in all dialects.

However, it has long been known that two old Novgorod docu-
ments attest *vex-: an A sg f vxu (u < *p)and a N sg m vxe (with the e
for masc. -5 or -5 that is common enough in old Novgorod texts, though
hard to explain), and David Savignac proposes six more cases: A sg n
voxo (for vexo, OCS vese), G sg m vbxogo (not unassailable; from a
birchbark writ), N pl m voxi for *vbxi (resisting KAI as well as any pos-
sible action of BdC), '**2 G pl vxyxs (OCS veséxs, —y as replacement for
pronominal é&is plausible; the reading is not certain, however; birchbark
writ), D pl vexemo (OCS veséms "¢ for & and "0" for 5 normal in the se-
mi-literate spellings of birchbark writs). Without attempting further spe-
culation about details, I merely contend that the explanation for all the
variants is to be found (1) in the hypothesis that BAdC applied only to k
and g and not to whatever fricative was developing from *s in the ear-
liest Slavic, and (2) in the hypothesis that the early Slavic pronouns re-
presented in OCS by ss and vsss had idiosyncratic declensions that we
cannot recover. Speculation must deal with hypothetical early Slavic
*wiX- and *wis- both as possibilites, for the etymology of this pronoun
is still unknown.

If the Greek place-names whose phonetics indicate *£ or *¢ from
BdC in the language of the southernmost Slavs in the 7th-8th century,
and the borrowing of names on the northeastern rim of Rus suggests
that KI was still operative in the 8th century, we still lack any point of
support for absolute chronology. The Germanic borrowings are equivo-
cal. Kwne3p could have been very early; *mosgzp implies pre-umlaut
Germanic, thus probably before about 700. The historical form of
pénezs imlies post-umlaut borrowing, but since the word was crucial to
inter-tribal commerce, an older *p'a’niN3- cannot be excluded, with mo-
dification of the vocalism because of later constant German influence.'?
*Vitess takes us into the eighth century. By this time there well may
have been a pattern for adaptation of suffixes of this shape, established
by earlier borrowings.!?¢ In any case, the Slavic dialects had not yet be-
come hospitable to this kind of sequence of segments.
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BdC may have started as far back as the 2nd or 3rd century, or
not until the 7th. Yet we must bear in mind that we cannot date the final
phase of the change of IE *k/*g to Slavic *s/*z, nor the backing of 1E
*sto early Slavic *X - changes I connect with the time of BdC - nor yet
the subsequent split of *X to late Common Slavic and OCS sand x. It is
well known that Lithuanian shows a remarkable resemblance in many
words and morphemes to the formulas we posit for IE of two thousand
or more years ago. I suggest that Slavic too was very conservative until
the very rapid expansion of the Slavic tribes starting about 500. We may
speculate that BdC was still productive even after KI began to operate,
but this too fails to provide an absolute date. From 500 to 800 we can
posit KI early and KAI late. The OCS state of affairs must have been
reached by the early ninth century, but already the weakening of the jers
was beginning, and the newly-achieved open-syllable structure was start-
ing to change. But let me emphasize once again that there is no objective
evidence for dating; we can only speculate.

To summarize: the historical order of the Slavic palatalizations is
(1) BdC, (2) KI, and (3) KAIL BdC took place in the transitional period
when the language could be taken either as a dialect of late IE or a new
structure, early Common Slavic. Like the shift of IE *sto earliest Slavic
*X and the adjustment of vowels to a preceding palatal, BdC was a pro-
gressive assimilation, and is to be attributed to a period - very likely a
long one - when all these developments took place and established
Slavic as essentially different from Baltic.

BdC affected only the velar stop *k and possibly *g; the
non-apical fricative *X which had resulted from a positional variant of
*s after 7 u r k was not distinctively a velar and thus did not shift from
velar to palatal articulation. The forms of the pronoun vsss ‘all' are re-
lated in part to adjustments in the distribution of the three fricatives
s § x and their variants in different parts of the Slavic world at a relat-
ively late date, and in part to the evolution of individual pronominal
stems, in particular sp 'this. BdC took place throughout the major
noun declensions (masculine and neuter *o- and *yo-stems and
feminine *3- and *y4-stems), wherever the stem ended in *k (and
perhaps *g). In fact there appear to have been no roots in Cik- except
*lika > lice; in practice BAC affected suffixal k. Forms in *iNg-
hardly existed, but some borrowings fitted the pattern. In verbs, only
a small number of roots, under special ablaut conditions, could fit the
BdC formula, but they generated a few instances of *kK which, in
conjunction with purely morphological (or rather derivational) con-
ditions, gave rise to a verb-derivational alternation of k/g with k/¢
which was generalized to fit x (alternating with s or § according to
dialect) under the same circumstances.
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As a productive process, BAC surely was finished long before
OCS was written down, but the alternations established in the early
period continued to operate in some derivational patterns. The new
*k/*g produced by the KAI palatalization brought about a very diff-
erent distribution of *k/*3 (or *Z) that must have caused funda-
mental restructuring.
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POSTSCRIPT

The conclusion that the progressive palatalization was an early
process calls for a reexamination of the whole series of other major
changes which affected a late Indo-European dialect system and even-
tually resulted in the system of late Common Slavic observable in Old
Church Slavonic. While the major points were at least mentioned above,
it is worth reviewing them somewhat more comprehensively.

The language called Indo-European, the hypothetical common
ancestor of Baltic, Slavic and such attested ancient languages as Hittite,
Sanskrit, and Greek, cannot have existed much after 2000 B.C. In the
very long period to about 500 A.D., when we can be fairly confident that
speakers of Baltic and Slavic (or Pre-Baltic and Pre-Slavic) lived in
northeastern Europe, the phonological and morpological systems of the
IE dialects underwent fundamental changes, but nonetheless the
relationship of the cognate systems from India to Ireland remains visi-
ble.

There is no unambiguous evidence for separating out the various
stages in this long development, and terminology for describing the hy-
pothetical succession of presumed prehistoric synchronic systems can
only be conventional. I shall use the terms Pre-Slavic and Pre-Baltic to
indicate late IE dialects, and Proto-Slavic to denote the earliest specifi-
cally Slavic systems. Common Slavic then refers to the more clearly
definable stages down to and including OCS, which I regard as a type
of late Common Slavic dialect which is at the same time a hybridized
early east Balkan, or South, Slavic dialect that can be called Bulgaro-
Macedonian (as opposed to Serbo-Croatian plus Slovenian or west
Balkan Slavic). For the purposes of this discussion, it is not necessary
to consider the question of a more or less unified Balto-Slavic system.
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The relatively large IE inventory of consonantal segments was
greatly reduced by processes which presumably took place before the
emergence of recognizable Baltic or Slavic dialects. The laryngeal conso-
nants, partly retained in Hittite, were surely lost in Pre-Slavic in very an-
cient times, though they left traces in the vowel system.!?” The five-place
system of stops with its three-way opposition of tenuis vs. media vs.
aspirated media!*® was reduced by the merger of labialized and plain
velars (e.g. k¥ > k), and of aspirated and non-aspirated mediae (e.g.
gh > g). Schematically:

Tf\;h tvh Fééh k g gh k" g g'h
\ W
pb ld k’g/

The single fricative s (with its rare variant z) was retained, as were the
sonorants r I mn j w.

The vowel system surely was the basic triangle ' & § § d; the
vocalic reflex of laryngeals had merged with short a. Further, the
sonorants probably could function as syllabics; one can safely assume
that in many dialects there was complex morphophonemic interplay
between the glides j and w on the one hand and the vowels 7 and u on
the other. Non-high vowels followed by sonorants provided diphthongs.

The exact character of the accentual systems of Proto-Slavic and
Common Slavic is not at all clear, despite the great progress that has
been made in recent decades.!? What is important here is that the qua-
lity of vowels and consonants in the prehistoric period was not af-
fected either by the putative characteristics of inherent tone-marking
or by the position of stress within a word.!** Thus one can safely omit
any consideration of accentual features in discussing the processes
we are reviewing here.

The system assumed for the late IE dialect underlying Pre-Slavic
and Pre-Baltic is then:

pb m w i d
tds@nlr € o
Kg j a
kg

Syllabic liquids and nasals very early developed a phonetic sva-
rabhakti 7 or u (TRT > TiRT/TuRT); the exact conditions are obscure,
but on the whole u was inserted after velars, 7 elsewhere. However, it ap-
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pears that the u then became part of the underlying shape of words in
Proto-Slavic, while for most of the period up to late Common Slavic 7
may have been inserted by synchronic rule: & > 1/C - RC (where R
stands for r I m n). Surface contrasts of the type KiRT vs. KuRT must be
assumed for the stage when KI was active, cf. OCS ¢&ran- 'black’ vs.
krem-i+ 'nourish' < *kirn-vs. *kurm-, which may well have represented
/krn-/ vs. /kurm-/.13! Despite the continued productivity of the rule
inserting i, it seems probable that historically the i/u had developed
in the earliest Proto-Slavic. For the action of BAC, I assume strings like
mésinkaX (> mésecs), whether this is itself to be viewed as the
underlying form, or an intermediate generative stage produced by the
CRC rule from /més-n-kaX/.

Two changes are to be assigned to the period when IE dialects
became more specifically Pre-Slavic and Pre-Baltic: the shift of s
after i u r k (known to Jakobson's students as the ruki-rule),
and the assibillation and de-affrication of *k and *g.

For Pre-Slavic, we must assume that *k/*¢ developed hissing
affrication, becoming *t7/*d” (cf. note 80, above), then *é/*4 and
*c/*3 and finally s/z. There is no evidence to help us estimate whether
these processes proceeded rapidly or slowly. It is clear, however,
that the ruki-rule applied in Pre-Slavic before the final emergence
of s/z < *k/*g.

BdC could have happened at any time after older *£/*g had be-
come affricated. Thus if we compare the old formulas corresponding
to OCS pssati 'to write', *psxati 'to pound', *sscati 'to urinate' and
*prseno ‘millet, we can posit four stages: (1) before *k has finally
beqome *s, (2) when *s has been modified after i u r k but not yet
split into *$§ vs. *x (the unit I symbolize as *X), (3) *k has merged
with inherited *s, (4) *X has become § and x.

1. *pikatei *pisatei *sikatei *pisena
*picatei

2. ? *piXatei *siKatei *piXena

3. *pisatei ” ” ”

4. ? *pixatei ? *pisena

OCS  posati *pbxati *spcati *pbseno

If BAC indeed happened as early as this table implies, earliest
Proto-Slavic would already have palatal consonants, and perhaps even
coexisting palatal stops *k/*¢ and dental affricates *¢/*5 - a type of
system to be recreated again and again in the history of many Slavic
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dialects. At any rate, BAC could have been effective as early as the
second stage.

While the chronological order for Pre-Slavic is (1) ruki-rule,
(2) deaffrication of *k/*g, there is no evidence for the ordering in Pre-
Baltic. IE *k/*g surely became hissing affricates *¢/*3 and later §/2Z,
but the reflex of *s after / u r k was also *$. Thus the formulas *pikatei
and *pisatei would both have yielded early Baltic *pisatei, and there
is no way to determine which would have arrived first at this shape.3

Another difference between Baltic and Slavic is that Common
Slavic had completely merged *§ and *4. No evidence at all helps date
this merger. It is clear from relatively late comparisons that the short
Slavic *a tended to be rounded (therefore corresponding to the o of
some non-Slavic languages as well as of historical Slavic dialects), while
long *3 was not. In the absence of arguments either way, I am inclined
to believe that the merger was much earlier than this evidence, and 1

therefore posit for Proto—Slavic the vowel system *I" *¢ *y *4, defined by
the features / x high/ and / = back/; specifications in terms of round-
ing and lowness were non-distinctive (cf. note 17 above).

IE words frequently ended in consonants; late Common Slavic
words could end only in vowels. The loss of IE consonants very likely
occurred in stages, but this is a matter for speculation.

Only a few IE consonants could stand in word-final position.
Most important were the fricative *s and the nasals *m and *n, while *r
and the dental stops *#and *d were more restricted. Slavic and Baltic of-
fer no information about other possible word-final consonants.

Final *d occurred in a few desinences (e. g. NA sg pronoun *tod,
*k"id, o-stem Ablative sg *-0d), and was lost without trace, cf. OCS fto,
¢b-to, Gen vipka.!>? Final *tsurely occurred in certain verbal desinences
(e.g. 3 sg aor *nek-e-t > OCS nese), but since the entire verbal system
was fundamentally restructured — possibly several times — it is impossi-
ble to say more than that *f was eventually lost. Internal reconstruction
based on the OCS data of aorists and imperfects makes it plausible to
posit underlying final ¢ in certain forms (cf. Gram. 196-172), but such
forms cannot be considered to belong to a very old état de langue.'*
Thus, though there is no unambiguous evidence, we may speculate that
word-final *d could have been lost early, but that *f remained nearly to
the end of the pre-historic period.!3’

IE word-final consonants were of course usually desinences or
parts of desinences, and therefore subject to special processes involving
morphological factors. On the purely phonological level, the distinction
between final *m and *n disappeared, and the resulting *N was later
lost or else merged with the preceding vowel to form a nasal vowel. The
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ruki-rule affected original *s in many desinences very early, but the *X
was apparently generalized to replace every desinential *s (but see note
76 above). Eventually final *X was lost.

Word-final *N and *X seem to have conditioned the raising or
narrowing of a preceding non-high vowel. Thus the *-on of 1 sg aorist
appears in OCS as -3, e.g. pads, and the 1 plural desinence -ms surely
goes back to IE *-mos. Thus approximately: *-on > *-aN > *yN >
.y > -B; *-05 > *aX > *yX > *.y > -3.!3 [t is certain that *N was
lost after short *i and *u probably at a relatively early date; cf. A sg
*ghostim > *gastiN > OCS gosts 'guest, and *stinum > *synyN >
syns 'son'.’¥” With o-stems, the rules already given allow us to assume
the regular development from IE Nom *-os and A *-om, both yielding =.
It cannot be excluded, however, that the reflex of the N *-os was re-
placed by the accusative desinence or the u-stem desinence at some
stage. In the NA neuter, I[E *-om should have yielded OCS *-5. The
attested -o (with its fronted variant -e) of all Slavic dialects has tradi-
tionally (Leskien 50), been attributed to a replacement from the prono-
minal declension, e.g. t-0 < *t-ad, reinforced perhaps by the NA of the
sstems like nebo or slovo: *nebas, *slawas, underlyingly /neb-as+ &/,
/slaw-as+ & /, where the -es- suffix appears in o-grade.!38

Raising must also be assumed in the history of the desinences
which are attested in OCS as -y/-¢: G sg f and NA pl f (e.g. Zeny, duse)
which most plausibly can be viewed as older *-ans, and A pl m (duxy,
noZg) plus the N sg m present active participle (e.g. nesy, veZg), both pre-
sumably IE *-ons. The immediate ancestor must have been middle
Common Slavic *-yN ~ *-IN, with a rule to delete *N after a high back
vowel, while non-back vowel + *N converts to the front nasal vowel
£.!¥ In generative terms, positing -anx (cf. the paradigms on p. 17 and
in note 22) will achieve the desired results, along with a rule lengthening
a vowel in position before N. This nicely corresponds to the expected A
pl of o-stems *-ons or *-ons (cf. Vaillant 1958a 34) and the participial
*—ons or *-ons representing older and/or underlying *-onts (Vaillant
1958a 542-3), with the proviso that we state that internal reconstruction
does not allow us to determine the original vowel length. The traditional
explanation for the identity of NA pl and G sg in the feminines must
apply: *-dns of A pl has replaced *-as of both N pl and G sg (Vaillant
1958a 81, 83).

Yet the need for the raising rule calls for reexamination of the
process of generalization of these desinences. If *-aX raised to *yX,
why not assume also that *-3X became *-7X?The IE desinences of both
G sg and N pl f are *-3s, which should give Priio-Siavic *-4X. Raising
would produce *-yX, and, after non-palatal consonant, GCS -y. This is
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precisely the result we wish to achieve. It is the palatal stems which
cause the difficulty, for *-yX should front to *IX and yield "-/", e.g.
"duii". I submit that the surface restructuring applied only to palatal
stems, whereby Gsg/Npl *daus7 (parallel to Zeny) was replaced by the
form *dausiN precisely because of the parallel *Zeny, surely during the
period when *-yN could optionally be pronounced *-y. The contrasting
sets *dausi = *Zeny vs. *dausiN = *Zeny(N) were replaced by dausiN
= *Zeny(N).}40

In the southern dialects of Common Slavic, word-final *-IN
developed in such a fashion as to fall together with *-eN, as in OCS
sémg 'seed’ < semen. This means that the high nasal vowel *i gradually
lowered, in accord with the universal tendency for front nasal vowels. In
the northern dialects, however, *-IN in desinences is represented by -é
(thus OR, OCz dusé, but OCS dusg), and contrasts with the reflex of
*.eN (OR, OCz sémid, P siemig). We assume that *-IN became closed na-
sal ¢ and then lost nasality, perhaps to reduce the contrast to the parallel
desinence -y.'4!

In sum, then, the expected reflexes of both IE *-ans and *-3s in
Common Slavic would be *-y after non-palatal consonants, but *IN
versus *-fafter palatals. The *-7was analogically replaced by *-iIN, a sur-
face change that could be interpreted as an underlying substitution of
*-anX (already present for A pl) for inherited *-2X.

The northern reflexes of the N sg m participial forms are
problematical, not least because the evidence for Lechitic is uncertain.
At least for Czech and East Slavic I assume the types nesa and stoja.
This implies that *-ons (> PSl *-anX) developed regularly to *-¢ after
palatal yielding -3 after denasalization. The -a of non-palatal stems,
however, seems to have nothing to do with older *-anX. It is possible to
attribute it to a very late generalization based on -4.14

The masculine-neuter instrumental plural desinence -y/-i re-
quires *y/*-f as the immediate ancestor. If IE *-0is is the source, it
would yield Proto-Slavic *2iX. This is apparently a unique sequence,
and the *i can be deleted by an ad hoc rule. We must assume that this
happened before the shortening of *3i to *ai (see below). The resulting
*-aX then raised to *--yX (later fronted after palatal to *-iX), yielding
the attested forms. More plausible, however, is to postulate that
early Slavic *-4X goes back to an IE *-gs that was not specifically instru-
mental.

The OCS imperatives of the type nesi neséte imply an underlying
imperative marker which will yield word-final */ but internal *¢&; IE evi-
dence indicates *oi (nitimately a combination of thematic *o plus *i).
Nominative plural masculine -i, with no variation for palatal stems but
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with KAl-palatalizing effect, also stands where IE indicates *-oi. For
singular imperative, a final person-marker *sis plausible for IE dialects,
and for N pl a plural-marker *sis entirely reasonable. The diphthong
*o1, Proto-Slavic *ai, regularly gives OCS ¢, as in L sg m otrocé < *atra-
kai. Positing *-ois (> *aiX in *atrakaiX) offers a reason for a different
development, and the raising-rule suggests the manner of change: *-aiX
became *-yiX. This unique diphthong would then yield *7 by assimila-
tion of the first component to the second: *atrakaiX > *atrakyiX >
*atraki > otroci. It is better, however, to assume with VelCeva (35, 53)
that *aieverywhere became open *¢ which before *-X would raise to *1:
*kaiX > *-kéX > *-kiX > -ci. This monophthongization must have
been later than fronting (so N pl *atikaiX > *atikeiX, parallel to L sg
*atikai > *atikei) but before the monophthongization of *eito *7(thus
oteci for both forms). It requires a period when N pl *atikeiX coexisted
with L pl *atrakéX. (Questions of monophthongization will be discussed
in more detail below.)

The raising-process before *N applied only to short vowels, for
while *aNyields -», the A sg IE desinence *-am would give Proto-Slavic
*-4N and the nasal quality survives in OCS -0.'* OCS provides
no internal evidence at all for the reconstruction of final short *-aN.
Historically, then, we may posit that raising before word-final *N and
then loss of *N were early:

+bac

VR!? A" > [+ high] / - N#
k
[—long ]

A second Vowel-Raising rule can be formulated to cover -aX, -aX, -aiX,
-diX, -aNX and -aNX:

VR2 \Y > [+high] / - ([+sonorant}) [ -syllabic
+back + contin

How long a period it took for the various elements of this summary for-
mula to be assembled remains speculative.’** What is important is that
the final loss of *X must have been subsequent to this series of raisings.

Loss of final *N after high short vowels was probably prior to its
loss after *7, and there may well have been a considerable time period
between the two.!%* I assume then a sequence VR!, Nasal-Loss 1, VR?,
Nasal-Loss 2 and, finally, the process *-aN > *a (> OCS o) as part of
the quite late series of monophthongizations.
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Another instance of raising has nothing to do with any other pro-
cess discussed here, viz. the *e of the IE diphthong *er was raised if a
vowel followed: *treies > *trefeX > *trijeX > OCS treje/trije ‘three
(m)'. It is probably ancient, and in any case precedes Vowel Adjustment;
see note 75.

The phonetic process whereby the second element of an oral
diphthong became a glide before a following vowel is doubtless
Pre-Slavic or earlier, but the rule applied productively to underlying re-
presentations throughout the whole period. Thus one may posit /pai-e-
te/ for pojete 'you sing' and /pai-tel/ (or later /pai-ti/) for péti 'sing
(inf.) right down to OCS.

In the discussion of KI, attention was focussed on the fact that
the first stage produced palatal stops, and only then did hushing affrica-
tion develop. It is highly possible that the two stages happened very
close together, and a single rule can be formulated:

Kl C -back / - [-consonant
+high > —anterior -back
—labial + coronal
«—continuant > «+ affricate>

This formulation assures that *X must appear as *$ before front vowels
and *.'%¢ A subsequent rule must change *3to *Z except after continu-
ant, i.e. in the group *#3.'4

1 have assumed that *X originally differed from *s only by being
/+high/; one may speculate that it became /-anterior/ almost at once,
but varied contextually as / =+ coronal/ for a fairly long period, and if
/-coronal/ it could also become /+back/. The palatal variants were
surely favored in the vicinity of front vowels, the velar elsewhere. It is
probable that the patterning of stops at the beginning of KI reinforced
this tendency, but without yet assuring a split between /§/ and /x/.
Before *e and *a, [se] and [Se], [sa] and [xa ~ xa] maintained only the
opposition between /s/ and /X/.

The rules of Vowel Adjustment must have applied after the com-

pletion of KI. Assuming specification of *é/*2 as / +iow/ but of *e/*a
as /-low/ (cf. note 60), we may formulate the rules thus:
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VA!

VA?

[—l:w] > [-back] /

v ‘
[+10W] > [+back] /

[ —syll ]
+ high
L —back.

[ —syll ]

+highl

| _back.

(Although there is no evidence to assume different dating, I prefer to
keep the two processes separate despite the obvious simplicity of writing
a single rule.)

Take, for example, the vocatives of *awik-3 and *atik-aX, the in-
finitive 'to li¢', and the genitive of *krij-aX:

*awika *atike *legetei *kraja
BdC awika atike - _
KI - ati¢e le3etei _
VA awike = lezatei _
OCs ovbce otble lezati kraja

If VA applied before KI, we should have "ove&e' like otsle, and
“lezéti", 148

After the completion of VA, the phonetic syllables *k3, *ki/*¢é4,
and *¢3 were in contrast, though otherwise *k could occur only before
back vowels (*ka, *ky, *ky), while *k/*¢ and *¢ both could stand only
before front vowels ( *e *& *i *i). Further, older /Xa/ and /X&/ became
[xa] and [33], both distinct from [s3], and thus *X finally split into
two underlying units, /x/ and /3/. The loss of *j after palatal further
increased the occurrence of the k vs. & contrast. Take, for example,
the history of the G sg masc otroka and its corresponding possessive
otroc¢a, N sg oveca and poss. adj. ovséa, and G sg of Cass:

*atraka *atrakia *awika *awikai *kesa
BdC - atrakia awika awikia -
KI - atracja - awidja &esa
VA - - - - d¢asa
OCS otroka otro¢a ovbca ovbla Casa

(Iod-formation could take place at any stage; iod-loss cannot be prior to
KI. The G sg can be posited as *-2D, with consonant-loss at any stage.)
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The numerous diphthongs posited for Proto-Slavic had all been
eliminated in the dialects underlying OCS. It is possible that nasal diph-
thongs were retained in some dialects of the time (e.g. Lechitic), but the
Common Slavic drift toward exclusively open syllables was probably ac-
complished completely in most areas. My proposals concerning the pro-
gressive palatalization have no bearing on accepted views and well-
known controversies concerning the late date of the elimination of the li-
quid diphthongs (*fart and the like) and the nasal diphthongs, and 1
shall therefore not discuss these matters here. Nor is the early date of
the elimination of inherited *eu and *éu of significance; I shall deal
only with *ai, *au, and *ei, along with their long counterparts *2i, *4u,
and *éi

Although there is reasonable evidence that long diphthongs con-
trasted to short ones in Pre-Slavic and perhaps Proto-Slavic, it seems
probable that the difference was lost in Common Slavic. A contrast
between o-stem and 2J-stem locatives, *-oi vs. *-3i would thus yield
Slavic *ai vs. *3i, if these indeed were the old desinences. Both appear
as -¢& in OCS ( -i after palatals). The feminine locative after the action
of BAdC would have been *awikai. I propose that *3i (and *& and *3u)
merged with *ai (*ei, *au) before the period of Vowel Adjustment,
so that it is the form *awikai that regularly becomes *awikei (> OCS
oveci). Otherwise, *awikai would not be affected by VA, and the
-i of OCS would have to be explained by some sort of analogy.'*? Assu-
ming earlier loss of the length-distinction in diphthongs provides a
simpler account.!’¢

It is certain that the monophthongization of *aj created the new
*& and *T which triggered KAI. These new instances of *&and *7, along
with *7 > *ei, meant a change in the distribution of long vowels, but
created no new units. Perhaps they developed earlier than the monoph-
thongization of *au to the new *7 which decisively changed the invento-
ry (see also note 86). It is quite possible that the new surface *i repre-
sented underlying /au/ or /aw/ for quite an extended period, indeed up
to the weakening of the jers and perhaps the early stages of the phonetic
loss of weak jers. External evidence for the chronology has already been
discussed in note 97.

Table 1I gives some examples to illustrate the changes which can
be clearly put in sequence. Loss of final obstruents must have occurred
after Raising, and loss of post-consonantal *; after Ki, but no other po-
sition is clearly indicated for either rule and their action is tacitly assu-
med in the table. A single line subsumes the resuits of the surely com-
plex processes of monophthongization, including the nasal diphthongs
but leaving aside the liquid diphthongs.
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TABLE 11
Nom sg masc Aco pl masc Inst pl mesc

*atrakes atikas®atikiss *atrakans htikens®atikians *atrakiés "atikds *atikills

BdO - -3 - - ¥ - - ¥ -
Reise y y y y y y ¥y ¥ b7
X1 - - ) - - 3 - - LR
A - 1 1 - 1 1 - 1 1
R 2 T - - -
EAI - - - - - - - - -

0CS otroks otbcr otrty otroky otsce otrte otroky otrel otpti

loc sg masc Nom pl masc

*stalai *atrakal *atikel *atikial *staleis *atrakeis *atikais *atikiaise

BdC - - ¥ - - - < -
Raise - - - - yi yi yi yi

KI - - - ] - - - 3

VA - - ei el - - is ii
Mono [ ] b I I b ¢ 1 b4

KAI - ¥ - - - ¥ - -

OCS s8tol® otroc® oteci otp¥i stoli otroci otbel otpti

Scholars regularly speak of Proto-Slavic and Common Slavic *f
(or *) in post-consonantal position, but no corresponding segment
is to be found in OCS (and presumably other dialects of the time). We
will not pause to examine the sources of *j: in some formations one
may simply posit it, and in others *i (or *i) followed by vowel is more
plausible. At any rate, it seems to have occurred after all consonants,
and we must assume that it affected a preceding consonant before it
disappeared.

For late Common Slavic, phonetic palatal sonorants must be po-
sited, but nothing forces one to conclude that thay were underlying seg-
ments rather than /1j rj nj/ or sonorant plus /i/ plus vowel. Nor is it en-
tirely clear when the sequences *sj or *xj and *zj were replaced by the
units *$ and *Z though there is no reason to doubt that the change was
complete by the 9th century for all dialects. The relative chronclogy of
the developments is not revealed by other elements in the system.

OCS itself shows dialect variation in the reflexes of *j after la-
bial. While the language of Cyril and Methodius surely regularly had pj,
bl, m/ and v/ (corresponding to Serbo-Slovenian and East Slavic of later
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date),'5! the language of the 11th-c. scribes apparently had pj bj mj vj,
which can be regarded as representing conservation of old groups with
iod in some areas but loss of the epenthetic ]/ and reversion to iod in
others.!%?

The divergent development of the *j and *dj groups is of funda-
mental importance in the consonantism of Slavic dialectal development
in late Common Slavic and perhaps considerably earlier. Here 1 shall
mention only the major points in order to outline questions which re-
quire answers.

For the dialects of the 8th-9th century, we may assume that *#
and *djhad developed four sets of reflexes, characteristic of East Slavic,
West Slavic, Southwest (or West Balkan) Slavic, and Southeast (or East
Balkan) Slavic.

East West SW SE
*tj ¢ é k&
*dj 3 3 8 Z

In the two northern areas, these reflexes fell together with those of one
of the earlier velar palatalizations: in East Slavic with K1, in West Slavic
with BAC and KAIL In Proto-Serbo-Slovenian, new palatal stops
developed (though *g > # early in the west, probably in the 9th-10th
c.). These three sets of reflexes have in common the reduction of
two-segment sequences to single units.

OCS, however, with later Macedonian and Bulgarian, shows two
units: the reflexes of *tj/*dj have merged with those of *stj/*zdj and
also *skj/zgj, e.g. *osvéséaj+ like *ispuscaj+ but osvéti+ vs. ispusti+.

The simplest assumption would be that all dialects shared a first
step from *tj/*dj to *Kj/*gj. Then the *j assimilates to the preceding
consonant (giving *kk/*gg), which in turn either spirantizes (*$k/*Zg)
or simply drops; whereupon the single palatal remains or else moves
toward ¢/5 or ¢/3.!*3 However, a stage with geminate palatals is not re-
quired everywere. East Slavic, for example, might well have developed a
spirant X/y from *jafter *t/*d followed by fusion of the groups tX/dy to
the unit affricates ¢/3. For West Slavic, the problem is to postulate a
sequence of changes whereby *tj/*dj developed to hushing affricates
after a fricative, but hissing affricates otherwise. Thus *stj/*zdj de-
velop to *35¢/*Z3 indistinguishable from the reflexes of *sk/*zg from
K1, but otherwise *tj/dj > *&/4 Thus *plaéu’l pay' from *plati+, but
*puslu 'l release’ from *pusti+, and *pladu’'l weep' from *plaka+ .54 1
will refrain from speculation on just what the phonetlc processes
might have been.
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Many questions remain to be answered. If all Common Slavic
dialects already had both phonetic dental affricates *¢/*4from BdC and
palatal affricates *¢/*J from KI before *tj/*dj began to undergo
palatalization, what was the motivation for the divergent changes?
Since Polish, Kashubian, and Sorbian data indicate only sc/z3
(with subsequent local modifications) for *sk/*zg in KAL* must we
conclude that all of West Slavic behaved like Old Czech? Does the
cokanje of 11th-12th c. Novogorod and Pskov manuscripts indicate
possible West Slavic influences, or purely internal dialectal devel-
opments?'s’ Finally, although palatalization of various kinds is so
common a phenomenon in European languages, very little attention
has been paid to precisely which processes operate in what sort of
linguistic system.!*® More typological work must be done. Detailed
phonetic facts must be established for many dialects; the facts
must then be examined within the frameworks of the various
morphological systems where they occur, and all this must be related
to specific hypotheses about distinctive features — or other theoretical
postulates about how phonology works and how languages change.

Addendum.
On & versus a.

No one has questioned that fronting affected Common Slavic
high vowels and short *a, but the relationship of long *2 and *¢, which
is to say OCS €& and a, has been viewed in contradictory ways by schol-
ars in the last half-century. Two environments must be distinguished:
I. after *j and the hushing consonants *¢ *s, *Z, *s¢ *Z3 (OCS $t, Zd),
II. after *c/*3. Scholars like Leskien, Vondrak, Meillet, Kul'bakin,
Diels and Van Wijk (78) unanimously assumed that only *3 could
stand in position I, e.g. struja, éasa, *medja > *meZa. It was Trubetz-
koy who, following the logic of his theoretical premises about the nature
of the phonological units he posited, declared that his "Proto-OCS" had
to have a front vowel in position I, therefore duss and the like. He reco-
gnized that this decision was contrary to the evidence of OCS spelling
(64-65). (Incidentally, it is by no means certain that he would have ap-
plied this rule to all 9th—c. dialects —- he is deaiing here only with what
he believed to have been the original language of Cyril.) Yet he follows
OCS spelling in declaring 4 and a (in traditional notation € and a) to be
in distinctive contrast in position 11: mgdenica vs. mocenicé. Van Wijk
saw only a in pos. I but only €&in pos. 1I; although he does not say so,
this means that modenicé would be an ambiguous form.
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Vaillant seems to have been the first to generalize the process of
fronting to apply to *2 in both positions, apparently for all of Slavic,
presumably ca. 8th c. Since this contradicts the attested spellings of OCS
as well as most other early data from all parts of the Slavic world, it be-
comes necessary to make a second assumption, namely reversion of é
(or &) to a, with local dialect variations. There is no way to prove or dis-
prove this putative sequence of events: what is important is to recognize
that it is not directly attested, but rests on the assumptions of the investi-
gator. Now, it is well known that long vowels in many observed systems
do not behave exactly like their short counterparts. Why should one as-
sume a change here, purely for the sake of symmetry, and then be forced
to assume a second change in order to account for the real data?

The evidence of OSC spelling systems affirms the opposition of &
to a in position II, but lack of opposition in position 1. Phonologically,
this means neutralization of the front-back contrast in the long non-
high vowels; Trubetzkoy’s discussion shows he was fully aware of this
fact. What is at issue is not the contrast of two fully-defined units € and
a, but the relevance or lack of relevance of one distinctive feature in spe-
cific environments. Both ¢ and a are to be defined as /-high + tense/,
with /-rounded/ automatically supplied; the difference is that & is
/-back/ whereas ais / +back/. For most environments, including posi-
tion 11, the feature /back/ MUST be specified as plus or minus. In posi-
tion I, however, the degree of fronting did not matter: pronunciation
very likely varied.

At this point we must make a sharp distinction between the na-
ture of the linguistic system of sounds and the quite different realm of
writing, of the ways in which a given linguistic system are convention-
ally spelled. Scribes, of course, were not writing distinctive features;
they were using a strictly limited set of symbols. In the cases under
discussion, they were forced to select a letter, the choice being
vestricted to & or a in glagolitic, with the additional possibility of ja
in cyrillic. The conventional choice was a, but if, exceptionally, € was
chosen, it made no significant difference: &asa is expected, but &ésé,
¢ésa, or ¢asé would be unambiguous equivalents. I follow Trubetz-
koy (who had accepted the wise teaching of Durnovo) in believing
that this sort of spelling variation, extremely rare in OCS, is essentially
without linguistic significance.

This poses the issue of interpretation. I believe that scribes were
guided by two major considerations: the actual exemplar they were co-
pying, and their internalized rules of what they believed to be correct
usage. A skillful scribe could either reproduce exactly what he saw
before him, or else he could make all the appropriate adaptations
required by his own conventions. In fact, most scribes produced some
sort of hybrid, along with random errors.
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An alternate assumption is that within the finite alphabet availa-
ble, scribes wrote "what they meant’, that is, they had specific phonetic
associations with each symbol, and they tried to use the symbols to re-
produce the phonetics of their own pronunciation. On the basis of my
experience in trying to teach the relation of sound and letter in the very
different systems of English and Russian to students of many different
backgrounds and linguistic ability, I find this assumption of dubious va-
lue. When a scribe "corrected" tréva to trava or vice versa, he obviously
was guided by phonetic associations. But when one of the scribes of the
Psalterium Sinaiticum wrote Zéby or ¢éa, instead of standard Zaby and
¢asa, 1 strongly doubt that it is anything more than a hint that he had
difficulty with spelling rules.

The non-standard use of s in the imperative mokaxsrte (Zogr
Mar Sav) or the comparative suffix in mpHOXBUII- (Mar Sav Euch),
Tause (Zogr) or ropepuse (Euch), on the other hand, very likely does
show morphological innovation.

A second question has to do with assumptions about the history
of OCS. If one believes that the system developed by Cyril and Metho-
dius permitted only € in position I or II or both, then the attested spel-
ling systems can be interpreted either as showing specific kinds of inno-
vation, or as representing a different dialect. It is my impression that
Trubetzkoy saw Proto—OCS as a South Slavic dialect which had a front
vowel after palatals; his Moravian OCS differed in having neutraliza-
tion also after ¢/3, but the distinction he makes between Moravian éand
4 is not at all clear to me. Another possible view is that the language of
the Moravian mission adopted Czech features, or at least that manus-
cripts taken south and used as the ultimate models of the canonical OCS
copies had adopted such spellings. If this is so, then the deviant spel-
lings with ¢¢ for ¢a or with cé for ca can be seen as reflections of archaic
spellings — but archaic from the point of view of the multi-regional stan-
dard written language, and not from the point of view of local South
Slavic dialects. On the other hand, the dialects of Macedonia and Bulga-
ria began a varied series of local innovations which can be expressed in
terms of modification of the rules of vowel-adjustment. The deviant
spellings of OCS can be taken to reflect this sort of innovation. [ incline
strongly to this view.

In sum, I contend that Common Slavic had *2 after *j and
hushing obstruents but *& opposed to *3j after all other consonants,
including the ¢/3 which resulted from KAI (while after BAC c¢/3 only
old *3 remained). This situation survived in most Slavic dialects, includ-
ing those underlying our canonical OCS manuscripts. In the Czech
region — within frontiers that cannot reliably be reconstructed - the situ-
ation began to change, possibly as early as 850, but perhaps somewhat
later. The spelling of the Kiev Sacramentarium reflects this local system.
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In the period of rapid dialect change after 850 somewhat different
innovations arose in local South Slavic dialects, and after about 1100
such changes became more common.

Further variants on the specifications of the rule or rules of vowel
adjustment led to manifold changes of different kinds in different envi-
ronments, e.g. € > o in North Slavic. This sort of problem, of course,
lies far beyond the time-frame of the present study.



NOTES

1. The functional opposition of the two series *p *$etc. vs. *b *Z etc. is certain; the exact
phonetic nature is a matter for speculation. Phoneticians and linguists concerned with the
theory of distinctive features have recently called into question the appropriateness of the
usual terms voiceless vs. voiced and/or tense vs. lax. The dispute has no bearing on the
matters discussed in this essay, however, and the familiar terms voiceless and voiced will
be used. )

2. The most natural progression surely is for *£/*$ to become either hissing *c¢/*3 > s/z
(for Slavic) or else hushing *¢/* > §/2(for Baltic, whereby Latvian and Old Prussian pre-
sumably shifted *3/*Zto *s/*zlater). For both systems, the phonologization of the voiced
*z or *X was an important factor in later developments.

3. By OCS here I mean the generally accepted forms as normalized on the basis of the ca-
nonical manuscripts (cf. Lunt 1974 [hereinafter Gram.] § 6 ff.). In theory this is a somewhat
standardized and thus probably hybrid type of eastern South Slavic which reflects church
usage at the turn of the 9th-10th c., in any case no earlier than 863 but possibly as late as
1025. It must be emphasized that all evidence points unambiguously to the period of about
850-1100 as one of rapid and profound change in the Slavic dialects of all areas. It is for
this reason that careful labelling of data as OCS is imperative.

My definition of the OCS canon is narrow, for I wish to attempt to keep different
types of language separate until it is demonstrated that they indeed belong together. I
therefore exclude the Undol’skij Fragments and the Enina Apostol, placing them in a spe-
cial category of immediate post-OCS texts. I also exclude the texts of western origin
which are used as sources for the Prague Slovnik jazyka staroslovénského (Kurz et al.).
Yet all these texts, along with a number of early East Slavic manuscripts which obviously
are copies made by bookmen of Rus from original OCS manuscripts, can be used — with
proper caution - for some matters, particularly lexicon. Thus I will include evidence from
the Izbornik of 1073, the Archangel Gospel of 1093, the 12th—century Léstvica (The Lad-
der of Divine Ascent by John Climacus), and the Hamartolos Chronicle (Chronicle of
George the Monk, preserved only in East Slavic copies and therefore modified in ways
that require special caution in assessing the data), and also the Hexameron of John the Ex-
arch of Bulgaria (known from a Serbian copy of 1263 and a series of Bulgarian and East
Slavic copies). On the whole, the material I cite that is not canonical OCS is to be found in
Sreznevskij (and often Vaillant) or the standard editions. If at all possible, I have verified
the citations from facsimiles or microfilms of the originals.

Unfortunately, many linguists lack philological training. The most common sour-
ce of error is the blind acceptance of any item in Miklosich’s Lexicon palaeoslovenico—
graeco-latinum (1862-65) as "OCS", although most of his data is from non-OCS mss.,
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much of it being as late as the 16th-17th c¢. and to be characterized as Slavonic, with
further regional (Serbian, Bulgarian, Rusian, etc.) qualifications. Moreover, his inform-
ation had to be culled in large part from impressionistic and often seriously faulty reports
by others, and not from the original mss. Unreliable data from Miklosich and other
sources have travelled from monograph to handbook to article to monograph to
handbooks like that of Shevelov (1965) for more than a century. Itis time to be more care-
ful. In this regard, the work of André Vaillant is exemplary in his Manuel du vieux s/ave,
though occasionally in his Grammaire Comparée he is not fully precise, and seems to
attribute to OCS forms that do not belong there.

4. 1 regard v as an underlying glide /w/, Gram. 148, note 4.

5. Many problems are being brushed aside here. Let me mention that for the hypothetical
Cyrillo-Methodian dialect of the 860’s we cannot guarantee that the symbols "¢'/*3" (11/5)
represented apical hissing affricates; they might just possibly have been simply palatal £/
&, dorsally articulated with little or no off-glide or affrication. The "¢ (1) more certainly
stands for a hushing affricate. The phonetic realization of *tj/*dj(and *stj/*zdj) surely va-
ried widely even within the Bulgarian lands, but the details have been concealed by con-
ventional spelling (with the sole exception of the 2§ revealed for *djin velsbgoZdZi, Gram.
38.) The reflexes of *tj/*dj, however, concern developments of the last phase of Common
Slavic and are of no direct concern to this paper. — The fact that the voiceless ¢and x have
no corresponding voiced partners is striking. Henning Andersen attempted a partial expla-
nation by his hypothesis of the lenition of *g and its several palatalized derivatives. His
observations are valuable, but his data are too selective and his conclusions flow chiefly
from a number of assumptions that are not well founded, including crucial reliance on the
older Jakobson-Halle system of distinctive features. However, investigators into Slavic lin-
guistic prehistory should be alert to the possibility that voiced obstruents (especially pala-
tals) may often fail to act in a fashion that is fully parallel with the voiceless consonants.

6. Although the conditions can be stated in the same broad formula —- velar changes if be-
fore a non—consonantal non-back segment — in fact no jor front vowel remains after the
action of KI except for the *& or *7 from *ai (< IE *oi or *ai), or else a vowel in
newly-borrowed words, e.g. ocsts 'vinegar', ultimately from Latin acétum but with unex-
pectedly shortened second vowel (cf. Vasmer s.v. dcet).

7. Note that this formula, unlike that in most discussions (cf. note 10, below), makes no
mention of x. The verbal -smisaj+ and the pronoun vsss ‘all' will be discussed in detail
toward the end of this study.

8. Up to this time, KI was universally called the First Palatalization, but disputes raged as
to whether KAI or BAC came next. Therefore, the terms "Second" and "Third Palataliza-
tion" vary in meaning, and their use is a source of confusion. Vaillant (1950 52ff.) simply
regards BAC and KAl as two aspects of a single process he calls the Second Palatalization.
Nabhtigal wisely opposed the (single) Progressive Palatalization, i.e. BdC, to the First Re-
gressive Palatalization (KI) and the Second Regressive Palatalization (KAI), but few schol-
ars have followed this sensible distinction consistently.

9. The only other attempt to uphold the priority of BdC that has come to my attention is
Jacobsson 1973. Yet while I agree with many of his arguments against traditional dating, 1
cannot accept his proposed etymologies and derivations. See notes 24 and 45 below.

10. A major, but usually unformulated, reason for lumping BAC with KAI was that the re-
sults were the same, and could be expressed in the same complex formula of correspon-
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dence: k/g > c¢/3 (z) while x > §in West Slavic (with some complications) but s in East
and South Slavic. The difference in environments for the change, and the many excep-
tional cases for BAC were to be explained on grounds that the change was very late ax}d
was interrupted. Yet it is well known that a single phonetic process can be repeated at dgf-
ferent stages of a language. A salient example is ¢/dj > ¢/gin SC. The forrpula *syét-j-a
appears as svéka). Even more recently, short *&in certain $tokavski dialects yielded je:.*té-
rati is usually tjerati, but in some dialects it has become Kerati/Cerati. In parallel fashlop,
meda, davo and devajka go back to *med-j-a, djavol and djevojka (cf. OCS meZda, dbja-
vols, déva). For secondary palatalization of k to ¢ in northern Slovenian (e.g. macak <
*mekék < *meknks ‘soft’), see Ramovs 1924 243ff.

11. The literature on the subject is vast. Channon and Jezowa (1968: she believes with Stie-
ber and Shevelov in the order K1, KAI, BdC) give competent and informative surveys of
the scholarship, with slightly differing biases, and the principal literature. I will not at-
tempt here to list more recent works that provide no new evidence or points of view. My
aim is to deal with the data and issues which are pertinent and to show why a number of
issues and a great deal of data is not of interest for these problems.

12.This view has grown from a feeling that the blend of Praguian and neo-Bloomfieldian
practice of the 1950’s (embodied, for example in my 1954 OCS description or Halle’s 1958
Sound Pattern of Russian) was inadequate. Generative phonology was developed precise-
ly through efforts to account more satisfactorily for the complexities of the morphophone-
mic systems of Slavic and Semitic, and it has proved valuable in dealing with totally diffe-
rent systems such as Wichita (cf. Rood, in Language 51 (1975)). Some practitioners of ge-
nerative phonology operate at a level of abstraction that has caused widespread reaction in
the name of naturalness, but many of the protesters base would-be theories on a handful
of anecdotal illustrations from poorly described languages which do not seem to be known
to the theorists. Others, operating with a language they know, but one that is relatively sim-
ple in morphology and morphophonemics, find no need for certain hypotheses and proce-
dures and mistakenly conclude that grammatical theory must exclude them. Some of the
newly proposed constraints (e.g. against ordering rules) are on the whole to be rejected, for
they simply move us back to positions we found unsatisfactory before 1960. They make
grammar more a lengthy enumeration of items and less a system of processes. I choose ra-
ther to explore the hypothesis that processes eliminate the need to list many items, and the
hypothesis that inclusion of certain abstract underlying elements makes it possible to sim-
plify a given system in plausible ways. For example, the fact that surface iod never occurs
in post-consonantal position is insufficient reason to exclude —j- from underlying forms,
since to posit it both in underlying representations (e.g. pildt—j-4 > pilasta ' Pilate’s
(wife)) and as an intermediate stage of derivation (e.g. au—krat—-i +y§-amy > -krat—j-ys—~
> ukrostssems ‘having tamed (D p! m) makes a whole series of elements of the system
perspicuous.

13. The descriptive problem, of course, is to decide what is excessive. I find Trubetzkoy’s
morphophonemics of Russian is at the same too concrete and too abstract; Halle’s (1958)
is too concrete, but Lightner’s (Problems in the Theory of Phonology, 1974) far too ab-
stract. Chao’s famous demonstration that more than one phonemic description can be ade-
quate holds true also for descriptions based on theories of generative phonology. What is
important is that the analyst must know the material and the way it actually occurs in the
language, and must account for it fully.

14. A small residue remains in the form of special diacritics on certain verbal roots to as-

ure that they replace k/gby K/g before the derivational suffix -4- or —4j-; this alternation
is variable according to dialect and in any case involves at most a minor rule or two.
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As an example: instead of a single underlying stem for 'father' /atik—/ which pro-
duces N sg otscs, V sg otsCe, poss. adj. oteés m., ots¢a f., by phonological rules that are
not morphologically constrained (as I attempted to establish in my Epilogue, see Gram.), 1
now posit the stem /atik-/ (though /ati¢-/ could also be used): the selection of the "hard"
vocative desinence /-e/ and not the "soft" desinence / -u/ for k/g-stems must be specifi-
cally stated (as in Gram. 47), and the mutation of kK/g to &/ > Z) must be specified. A
blanket rule that velars and k/g mutate to ¢/3 in stem—derivation and in verbal morpholo-
gy before front-vowel or iod suffixes must be made, with exceptions that provide for £/¢
in underlying representations of "iteratives* like na-ric-aj+ 'name' (from /rek+/) and
dviz-aj + ‘raise’ (from /dvig+ /).

15. Historically, for reasons to be discussed below, I estimate that k¥ and g were added to
the inventory fairly early, while $, Z and ¢ came in later (though a phonetic § was prob-
ably one variant of *X).

16. This productivity can be assumed only under a theory allowing underlying /ai/ with a
morphologically conditioned development to —i (e.g. in N pl m gradi ‘cities' and otroci
'servants' from/grad-/, /atrak-/); and imper. nesi, mogi from /nes + / ‘carry’, /mog+/ 'be
able"), and the unconstrained "otherwise" development to -&. Further, the theory must allow
for exclusion of recent loans of specific shapes — here those with velar before front vowel
- from the core phoriology. Such marking on words like kit» ‘whale' and geonssks, adj.
from geona/geena ‘hell, Gehenna' is, in my view, plausible as long as we are dealing with
the hypothetical language of the first translators.

The period between 863 and about 1100, during which our OCS mss. were written
and copied, surely encompassed fundamental changes in the underlying phonological
structure. Two stages must be assumed for ¢/3, which very likely was still phonetic ¢/ in
early OCS and in some later dialects. Unfortunately, the spelling systems give little indic-
ation of the phonetic quality. For early OCS, ¢/3 will be generated normally in roots (e.g.
kaina, akit- > céna 'price, ocst-» ‘'vinegar), while new loans (like/kit-/) will be
marked to block KAI For the end of the OCS period, toward 1100, however, sequences-
like /ki/ surely should be admitted without special qualifications in the underlying repre
sentation of root morphemes. Now ¢ and 3 are to be posited in the underlying forms
directly or as k and g (/keéna/, /akity/, but /kity/), and KAI has been narrowed to a
morphological context, triggered by the diacritically marked & and 7 of imperative or
declensional desinences. See also note 63.

This is an area in which it is impossible to insist that the rules must be followed
rigorously, since it is quite possible that a few stems will behave idiosyncratically. The
example of Cypriot Greek is possibly instructive. Newton 1972a (esp.21) reports that
though ¢ordinarily is expected before front-vowels (with the salient exception that the k of
verb-stems alternates with X before front-vowel personal endings), a few words must be
considered to have underlying X It is noteworthy that the expected local form of kirios
ord' has taken on the meaning ‘father (in the shape ¢iris), while a more recently imported
shape Kirios means 'Mr.. Borrowings from closely related dialects are surely a major
source for sporadic anomalies in any system.

17. Quite unrealistic vowel systems are assumed by most pre-structuralist investigators,
who posit several varieties of 0 and u. As recently-as 1965, Shevelov was operating with
several series of changes crucially involving delabialization of vowels; many problems dis-
appear if no distinctive labial quality is assumed in the first place. [Readers of Sheve-
lov’s tome may be misled into thinking that he is a structuralist; in fact he throws together,
incoherently and unsystematically, heterogeneous assumptions and conclusions from
sources whose reliability and consistency he has not assessed carefully. The book
should be consulted only with .utmost caution, cf. Lightner 1966, Lunt 1968, Van
Campen 1966.] Rounding was not distinctive from the beginning of Slavic (as opposed
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to Baltic where some contrast between *4 and *6 was retained), as Mare$ 13 recognized,
down to the emergence of a new *i < *au, probably not long before our texts begin.
We must, of course, assume that nondistinctive rounding was assigned by rules, different
at different times, to *¥, *a, *aN and especially *au under statable conditions.
Notice that 1 write *au/*eu (rather than the *aw/*ew of Gram., or the *ay/*ey
consistent with this basically four-vowel system) as a reminder of traditional IE
relationships and the attested monophthongal u (< *au/*eu), which surely was
distinctively rounded.

18. However, Isgota freedom, ease’ (not canonical OCS but from the Izbornik of 1073) vio-
lates the rule; it must be interpreted as a new post-BdC formation (so Vaillant 1950 54).

19. Shevelov 348-9 even posits *atiku and *atiku (1 am simplifying his needlessly cumber-
some symbols for the low vowels) and then must have recourse to substitutions that are
“purely morphological".

20. In OCS, —e¢ has generally been replaced in the soft paradigm (historically *yo-stems)
by *-au from the obsolescent u-stem paradigm: for fluctuations in OCS usage, particular-
ly with borrowed stems, cf. Vaillant 1964 98. Vaillant missed one significant deviant form:
knezu 'o prince! (Supr 156.8) beside expected kngZe (for kaneZe) in the same dialogue
(Supr 155.18). This shows selection of the “soft" desinence; other OCS evidence shows ra-
ther that 3-stems are becoming *hard" cf. Mar A pl pénesy (Zogr Assem —zg). Such diver-
gent dialectal developments are to be expected, but the increasingly set form of the written
language, and the fact that we have inherited only traditional religious texts, has deprived
us of most of the evidence.

21. So firmly ensconced in tradition is the order (1) KI, (2) BAC that Mares, otherwise very
much the iconoclast, states (57) that this order “is confirmed by the forms otsce (Voc.)... as
compared with otsce” There is no confirmation, since the conditions are mutually exclu-
sive: *atike but *atikaS. Yet others share the prejudice that a modified k in the vocative
*atike would somehow be immune to further change. Birnbaum, trying to envision the
possibility that BAC preceded KI, opines that a vocative "*otsce“would arise but, "being
phonologically acceptable, [it] would need no further modification" (107). The error
is easy to spot. Birnbaum is confusing two systems: (1) the observable OCS surface forms
(which provide his criteria for acceptability), and (2) the system(s) underlying -
generatively or historically — the observable forms. But how did the OCS sequence ce
arise? Must the formula be *k > c¢(c')", as Birnbaum postulates? How did the system look
before any postulated change? How did it look after each change?

22. This display is slightly more historically oriented than the table of desinences offered
in my Epilogue (Gram. 205). 1 write S (not —x) in order to show the IE relationships more
clearly. For a generative description I found no positive reason to distinguish between
historical *am and *om, and therefore wrote *-an. (This reflects my belief that the old
length distinctions in this position had historically been lost by late Common Slavic.) Here
I assume the distinction to be relevant for the stage when BdC began and I posit *-aNvs.
*~aN. Since the loss of distinction between final *m and *n is irrelevant for this discus-
sion, I use the cover-symbol N.

Since I now believe that BdC, Vowel-raising, and the loss of *S involve too com-
plex a series of rules for OCS, 1 regard the array of desinences in the Epilogue to represent
a stage for some sort of middle Common Slavic. Therefore for OCS 1 must require alter-
nate desinences, whereby the first is selected by “hard” stems, and the second by "scft". the
N pl m -irequires a diacritical mark which blocks &-palatalization, and it will thus, being
a front vowel, trigger ¢-palatalization.

61



SINGULAP® DUAL PLURAL
masc neut feminine masc neut fem masc neut fem
N a i N
y/i ale a ai/ei a yN/iN
A aN yN/iN A
6 a | yN/iN y/i ]
au/eu
L ai/ei aixy/eixy axy L
ai/ei - -
D au/eu amy/emy amy D
ama/ema ama
I ami/emi ajaN/ejaN v/ ami 1

23. Let me emphasize that any conclusion in this realm must be speculative, though I
believe that my hypothesis is realistic and quite in accord with the total available evidence.
However, we must recognize clearly that the evidence is not without ambiguity and that
some circularity in assumptions and conclusions is almost inevitable. Failure to recognize
these unpleasant facts vitiates much of the work on this problem (and most other major
problems in the prehistory of Slavic). For example, Wukasch’s ingenious discussion of rule
ordering is completely vitiated by his failure to recognize that the "historical order of chan-
ges he starts with is purely a construct of Shevelov’s reasoning (which I consider blat-
antly faulty as well as internally inconsistent), and therefore the proposed "reorderings”
- Wukash’s own contructs - can make no contribution to linguistic theory. Birnbaum’s
verbose discussion (1970 103 ff.) does not live up to its ambitious title, for he too starts
with Shevelov’s conclusions and thus his praiseworthy effort to set up explicit alternate
hypotheses and test them is doomed from the start.

24. Jacobsson rejects these standard etymologies, for he contends that BAC in nominal
forms is caused exclusively by syllabic *n. He justifies *avpka (for ovsca) by an analogy
with ovens ram', which he derives from *au-p-as (56, fn.); it is unclear whether these two
hypothetical forms are supposed to be from a single period (why av vs. au?). Vainikas is
declared to contain a suffix unrelated to that in *vain-pkas (57) which underlies vénscs.
Jacobsson does not explain how his putative *p yields OCS » rather than the ¢ which is ex-
pected in terms of the processes most other scholars assume.

Vaillant 1974 299 considers vainikas too beautiful a correspondence with vénscs
to be anything but a borrowing or adaptation from Slavic. This in no way detracts from the
assumption that both Lith. —jk-as and Slavic -sc-5 go back to very ancient *ik—-as.

25. These two suffixes serve to form diminutives as well: ryba ‘fish' rybica, kovséegs’ chest
kovsleZscs 'small box'.

26. Kremljeniks 'ward, one who has been nourished' occurs, but no feminine is attested.
27. 1 believe that this is what Shevelov is saying, 344 f. Jezowa 1968 193 is rather clearer.

28. Finnish adopted niekka as an independent word 'one who knows something, is able to
do something', Mikkola 1938 33-4.
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29. The feminine -niece, representing *-neik + j-3, is not exactly parallel either to the
masculine or to the Slavic feminine. Nor is it clear what the origins of *-neik- could be.
Such forms, however (along with Lith. words where k-suffixes have *yo- or *yg-stem de-
clension), caused Brugmann and others, especially Ekbiom, to hypothesize that BdC actu-
ally was triggered by the presence of a j. This theory is quite untenable and has been tho-
roughly discredited. Channon and Jezowa 1968 review the objections in sufficient detail.

30. SC daZd rain’ requires prehistoric *dyzdj-aS By Meillet’s suggestion the dimin. would
be dyzdj-ik-aS > *dyzdika$, then OCS and archaic SC "dvzdicy" beside dpZds or *dvZip.
The basic noun form, however, was taken along with the special suffix —ic-: dazdic. Sim-
ilarly SC kos 'basket' (> *kas-j-aS) kosic. In SC these diminutives are generally replaced
by forms in -ié. The long-continued productivity of the formation is shown by kraljic
(now kraljic), from kralj king', a borrowing based on the name Karl that can be no earlier
than 825 and was very likely after 900 (Lunt 1966). The Apl noZicé (? 'scalpels’ ~ the trans-
lator misunderstood the Gk) of Ham (Srez. has var. -ci) implies *noZics for OCS, but this
is the same pattern (cf. poorly attested dialect SC noZic): *nazj-ik>"nazik-", then re—
formed to noZ+ic-. We can assume that —icp was replaced in East Slavic by ~ik-: noZik
'machairion’ occurs in the mid-12th-c. Vygoleksa Sb.

Not connected with this old formation are Sreznevskij’s N pl forms agnici lambs'
and mortvici'dead men' for expected -sci. The manuscripts were written after the fall of
the phonetic jers. If these are not scribal errors (anticipation of the letter of the following
syllable), they represent the svarabhakti vowel common in such clusters in East Slavic;
[-tvc-] and [-gnc-] do not occur, despite the current R. spelling agnci, an emphatically
non-colloquial word.

The gvozdics 'nail' cited by Shevelov 342 (presumably from Miklosich) represents
*gvozdsf-bc—b, which would be normally spelled *gvozdiics, but of course was subject to
contraction. Kamenics 'stone’ (also Miklosich) does not fit the *-j-ik— pattern and without
knowiedge of the manuscript and the context I will not attempt to discuss it further. Pol.
dial. palic 'finger (Shevelov) does not fit the pattern, and one must have more information
about the systems in which it occurs. Ukr. Hryc! hypochoristic for Hryhoryj, has no possi-
ble connection with a palatalization process that took place before 950.

31. This first example of starik, in a Pskov legal document datable only within the limits
13981476, apparently has the technical meaning 'old inhabitant, long-time resident'; as a
replacement for starec, starik is first attested in 1525. The earliest clearly diminutive exam-
ple of -ik is nozik, cf. previous note.

32. The adjective Rusian is used to refer to the territory of old Rus and its culture in the
early period, up to about 1400. It replaces the traditional but wholly misleading term "Old
Russian".

33. The Prague Slovnik lists zlatiks with two citations from 1489 (other copies of the same
text having zlatnik-), and it is found in a 16th—c. ms. in Deuteronomy i:1 for 'kataypv-
oew, a rendering of the place~name Dizahab, elsewhere again zlatoniks. This evidence is
too weak to posit the -ik-» for OCS.

34. Some investigators ignore the clearly secondary and late origin of /ik and adduce lice
and lik as evidence of the haphazard operation of BdC (e.g. Shevelov 339, 344). Further,
the root is alleged to be */eik—, which would mean that *k became ¢ even in the presence
of a diphthong. This old etymology (cf. Vasmer s.v. lik I1) juxtaposes the putative neuter
*leik-a to a hypothetical feminine nstem */ik-no (Olrish fecco ‘cheek, jaw') and *loik-
(OPrussian laygnam '‘Wange', a “misspelling' of *laycnan), to produce a hypothetically
exemplary ablaut series. Unfortunately this ideal set is illusory: the Irish etymon was pro-
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posed specifically to bolster a rule "kn > kk* that was subsequently rejected by Celtic spe-
cialists (cf. Thurneysen, Grammar of Old Irish, § 150); the OPrussian spelling was emen-
ded to fit the putative pre-Irish form; and finally, the Slavic pre-form was decreed to have
the required shape *leik—. The weakness of this series of conjectures is surely why Meillet
1934 92 posited *7 for lice and considered the etymology unknown.

35. As for OCS liks ‘chorus, assembly', it was surely a new borrowing; its distribution in
more modern languages can be accounted for by the church influence on local dialects, cf.
Vasmer s.v. lik .

36. *Trizs occurs thrice in Genesis 15:9, which unfortunately is not attested in OCS. In the
only accessible texts whose orthography distinguishes 3 from z, the Bulgarian Grigorovi¢
Parimejnik (ca. 1200), we find "z. The word has not survived into any modern language.
What is surprising is that Vasmer, whose philological decisions are usually judicious, has
the entry trizs, for that spelling, in a 15th-c. ms., contradicts the two other forms in the
same sentence as well as all other examples. Vaillant is undaunted by his correct philology
and simply decrees “passage de -dzi 4 -zii* without discussion (1958 673).

37. Jochem Schindler tells me that the Hittite cited by Vaillant (1958 674) surely does not

belong here at all. Nor is there any guarantee that the Greek and Germanic words usually
cited are indeed the same formation (e.g. Eng. twig, Ger. Zweig could have a *-ko-). In
general, derivations from numerals denoting various kinds of series are often hard to ety-
mologize.

38. *Dvizs is plausible as OCS on the basis of SC dvizak two-year-old ram', dvize two-
year-old lamb' (n., < *dviz-gt-), etc., although they are not attested before the 16th c., and
no similar forms occur in East or West Slavic. Mac. and Bg. dialects have 3vize and the
like; such dialects apparently have no initial group dviz-.

The verbal stem dvig- lift' (which apparently has lost the alternant shape dviZz-
throughout Macedonia) often appears as diga, in the southeastern village of Visoko the
form is ziga.

Secondary 3 replacing *zis common in Macedonia, particularly in the west. It is
fairly general in initial position before v, and examples of 3von ‘bell, sound of bell' (and re-
lated words) occur in the immediate post-OCS period, while 3ver 'beast' is attested some-
what later. (Indeed, it is possible to consider that OCS 3vézda 'star is a dialectal innova-
tion beside zvézda; the etymology is obscure, and a Common Slavic doublet *gvézda/
*zvézda suffices to explain all the extant variation. This is a case where attested OCS per-
haps does not give us reliable evidence of a form that can be attributed to other dialects of
the 9th c.) Initial 3 for etymological *z before vowel is common in the verbal stem zid-
(OCS zsdati zizdets), e.g. 3ida'build' and old zsr-/zir- 'see, e.g. zirka'peep'. In the Gosti-
var region, nozri appears beside nozdri 'nostrils’. The development of secondary 3 (and %)
in Macedonian appears to be erratic; perhaps more detailed studies will reveal more syste-
matic characteristics. See also note 120.

39. Schindler kindly pointed out to me that in many regions German underlying /ai/ is
realized with a distinctly lowered second ¢lement.

40. In terms of descriptive generative phonology, we may suppose that /ai/ continued as
the underlying form while the phonetic realization could be [a¢]; BAC as a productive pro-
cess would be effected by a pronunciation rule applying after this modification.

41. Vaiilant (1950 118) has the same idea; both posited metathesis of *ai as well. Shevelov
follows along but with dubious explanations, 285 f. Accepting Vaillant’s notation, this
would mean DL *reakea and require BAC and KAI to be essentially simultaneous, a con-
clusion that | find raises more problems than it solves. Old *ai after the results of BdC
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yields OCS i, a process neatly accounted for by fronting: DL *awikai > *-kai > *-kei >
*-ki > ovsci. If metathesis preceded BdC, the relationship would be one of raising, *ea >
*je, with unclear motivation. Thus the attested .-/ would have to be attributed to analogy
with jstems; surely this is a needless assumption.

Assuming phonetic *a¢ > *e¢, we can still hypothesize that this represented un-
derlying /ai/ replaced by /ei/.

42. Since the only Slavic prefix ending in i is pri-, which the Baltic equivalents demon-
strate to represent older *prei-, BAC is excluded for root-initial k/g. Thus stems like pri-
kosnp + and prikasaj+ ‘touch’ do not constitute exceptions to BdC.

43, Jezowa 1975 focusses only on -ika and -ica, Vendina on the competition of these two
plus -iga. Neither pays attention to the question of the place of the terms within the bo-
tanical nomenclature of the various dialects involved. Vendina and Bielfeldt provide bibli-
ography not mentioned by Jezowa.

44. The newest Slavic etymological dictionary, Trubalev et al., in attempting to deal with
full words and not merely roots, admits many items that are quite dubious for the Com-
mon Slavic period. Among them is *brussnica; R. -ika is called “innovating as to the con-
sonantism of the suffix". However, the widespread attestation in modern times can be as-
cribed precisely to the market value of these berries, so aptly emphasized by Peters, whose
fascinating monograph beautifully illustrates the complications that can arise with such
words. German dialects borrowed slightly different Slavic forms of the name for whortle-
berry and proceeded to elaborate many phonetic variants whose forms were influenced in
astonishingly complex ways. Bielfeldt fills in the background with Slavic variants, dis-
posing of all objections to the Slavic origin of Preissel (-beere) < *brusslica/*brussnica.
Still, this borowing does not get us back earlier than the 13th ¢, nor does it specify the
Slavic suffix.

45. This is compatible with Trubatev’s wording, quoted in note 44. Jacobsson 61 firmly
puts the variation into the earliest period, setting up *-pkd (> -ica) and "*- fe/Tk3"(one
suffix or two?) to yield -ika.

46. Trubetzkoy belived that the glagolitic alphabet was rigorously phonemic and, because
it lacks a letter for iod, demonstrates no j-phoneme for OCS. Mare§ bases many of his e:x-
planations on this same hypothesis. I have found it impossible to operate realistically with
a description of any kind of Slavic devoid of a phonemic j; I am willing to agree, however,
that the surface signals for underlying iod may have been chiefly contained in special nu-
ances of the vowels. What is important is that I cannot believe that Cyril and Methodius
constructed a truly ideal alphabet, though it was very good. In fact, I submit, all investiga-
tors operate — tacitly or not — with *j for all stages of Slavic.

47. The source is clearly Lat. Graecus, but 5 demonstrates an intermediary with a short
vowel, so grek- underlies all South and East Slavic forms. Old Czech Arék, however, shows
the expected original long vowel and may represent an independent borrowing (cf. césars
among Catholic Slavs but cesafe > cars among the Orthodox, again with 5 in place of an
expected long vowel); however, it might well be due to later Latin and German learned in-
fluence. Pol. grek is a late borrowing from Latin. (Shevelov 351 is curiously confused
about this word, holding that R, Ukr., and Cz. require oid *grek-. But greks is nicely attest-
ed in OR and could yield only grek. The levelling out of the expected Ukr. alternation
hrek-/*hryk- (supported by the non-aiternating e in hrec’k- < grpébsk-)is banal. It is odd
that Shevelov missed original é in Czech.)

48. See Vasmer, s.v. glék I1. Galsks occurs in the Mstislav Gospel of 1117, in a passage
that has been notably revised from the usual text (Mk 7:4), where the corresponding word
is stukljanica. It very likely represents a Rusian substitution in the Hamartolos Chronicle
as well. Otherwise, it occurs in texts of Rusian origin. {t is further odd ihat instead of ex-
pected "golek, gol’ka" R has glék gléka (with many derivatives, of. Filinj and Ukr. Alek hi¢-
ka.

5 H.G. Lunt 65



49. Recently published reverse dictionaries have made it less difficult to check such mat-
ters fairly accurately. The Sadnik-Aitzetmiiller OCS glossary contains such a list for the
canocical texts. Sreznevskij has been efficiently handled by the “Obr¢bska-JabWonska
group, whose Jistings often lead one to items buried under unexpected alternate spellings.
Aitzetmitier’s final volume in his massive edition of the early 10th—c. encyclopedic Hexa-
feron by john the Exarch includes a clumsy Wortstellenverzeichnis, but also a reverse list.
As before, Aitzetmiiller has stubbornly refused to follow Vaillant's identification of tradi-
tional ghest-forms created by Miklosich, Sreznevskij and others (cf. Gram. § 15.772 and p.
139 51 73), and he perpetuates the ghost-life of "iznicati, pritucati/pritycati® instead of
giving the presents iznice-, pritube-/prityde- with the note that no inf./aor. forms occur.
Still, his work enables one quickly to see that certain formations are not attested, and to
$ind - with some labor - the exact location of those that do.

Cuation is called for at every step: lexicographers’ lemmata are not hard data.
Arnother example: Sreznevskij lists pastussks (a dim. of pastuxs 'shepherd’), but the occur-
ung forin is M pl pastuseci, which is almost certainly from N sg. *pastusscs.

Wards like skacbkp 'grasshopper' or smyéeks ‘player of stringed instrument' date
from welf after 1250, as do all forms in - sko. There is no reason to attribute them even to
the 12tk ¢, and thus they are not pertinent in a discussion of BdC even if one believes BdC
was stll nperative in the 9th or 10th c. They illustrate the East Slavic tendency to use k-
suifixes {/pk/ as well as /vk/) for older c-suffixes. Thus vénncs is in part replaced by
vendk {G venkd). Here probably belongs the isolated Rjazan’ dialect form oték for otéc
father {2 word surely maintained by virtue of the church language); cf. zjaték, dim. of
zjar con-in-law'. Oték unfortunately is known only from a list that gives no morpho-
iegical daty v sphere of use (Budde, Russkij filolog. vestnik 38, 1892, 60). The otik ‘male
tof an animaly cited by Shevelov 346 simply as from the R dialect of the Komi Republic
tells s nothing: it seems to be the “suffixoid” -(e)c replaced by the suffix -ik - but how
does this work in the given system? (These particular dialects are subject to considerable
:mierference {rom Komi (Zyrian).) Such forms are innovations, not archaisms.

85, Diveeological connections are obscure, and the formula *pykt-yk-3 is also possible, for
*k1. somewhei mysteriously, behaves just like *tf and would thus effect Fronting. The
~amg source surely, despite Vasmer, underlies both R pocka I' kidney' and II bud, gem-

na.

1. Cf. Berneker. Vaillant’s suggested connection with the usual word for bear, medvéds
{(itself » Labu with the transparent meaning 'honey-eater) is formally inexplicable. This is
not the wame as — and in any case there are no early parallels for - the trucated hypocho-
rivtivs such as {z. Stach for Stanislav or brach for brat 'brother.

52. This impiies »-» as underlying phoriemes; more traditional analysts write - # k-# k-
and specily some device to accomplish the substitution of & for first underlying k. For
thsenssion and literature, see Thelin.

<3, Shevelov's acreunt of this problem (2415 is too confused to deal with here, but his con-
ctusion that forms of the type velar + ok must be of later date than BdC is correct; he
overicohed anfZeky, which pashes the absolute date for innovation back into the [ith c. at
the tatesi. - Eiparsky's discassion {1975 228-9; starts with the historicai period, but he too
missed the examples from the F1th ¢ Three siages should be distinguished: (1) *Aadded to
the characterisiic vowsl of sstems and a-stems, *-i-k-, and *-u -k, early contrasted pho-
neticaily as *7 - and *eu-k-; (2) reanalyais as Uk versus *uk- (no longer necessarily tied

] <€), with 7k- us an automatic variant after § - this

to the 7- or rstem declension of thy
stage connnued to earliest OCS -2 va, 547 {3) ro- versus —pk- plus a dissimilative rule
whereby -k~ must be used aitor velsr or paletall This fast stage is probably ‘ate CCS
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and characterizes the period of weakening and loss of phonetic jers. Further changes in
distribution in individual dialects contrast morphophonemic *-(b)c- to *-(»/b)k- in
ways that vary considerably.

54. The connection of R obzZa and obga 'shaft on plough' with Cz. dial. obza ‘hide from
near tail, and Pol. obza or obdza 'tether is much too dubious to establish an ancient *abi-
&4, and none of the etymologies are plausible. See Z. Z. Varbot, in Balto-Slavjanskie
issledovanija (ed. T. M. Sadnik, Moscow 1974), pp. 42-48.

55. For a very full account, see Stawski, s.v. ksigga.

56. Prisgga 'oath' is a post-verbal containing the root *-seng-. It thus is not an exception
to BdC.

57. Greek yapdiki, plausibly datable to the 8th or possibly 7th c., shows *gard-ik-i
(> OCS gradscs), implying the old N sg desinence *-aSraised and fronted, see below and
note 87. The loss of the final obstruent, a necessary factor in the raising, must be subse-
quent to the raising, but again no dating is possible. Shevelov 227 believes that the late
date of the loss "is directly corroborated by the treatment of Go[thic] loan words in Slfavic}.
E.g. Go *kunipyaz [sic!] (or its Germ[anic] parallel) which survives in Lifth.] as kinigas
‘priest' and in Fi[nnish] as kuningas king', appears in Sl as (OCS) kzngzs. Obviously, in Si
—s was lost after the borrowing had been made.” This is a serious misunderstanding of how
normal borrowing takes place in closely related IE laguages. What was borrowed into Bal-
tic and Slavic was the stem *kuning-; each dialect then added the desinence appropriate
at the time. Lith. still adds -as, e.g. raddras 'radar. Finnish, on the other hand, did take
over the whole word, the Germanic desinence being perceived, and therefore treated, as
part of the stem.

58. Raising may have happened at different times in different environments, with the nasal
providing the first examples. OCS provides no evidence for the expected *-aN (< IE
*-om) of m sg (and probably G pl); very likely raising to *-yN and loss of *N was very
early. Raising before *-S might have lagged behind considerably.

59. The N pl m -/ of gradi and otroci and the sg —i of nesi and mozi (cf. note 9 above) is
traditionally associated with IE *—oi plus some intonational factor. Inasmuch as intona-
tion otherwise shows no influence on segmental phonetics in this early stage (as oppuosed
for example, to Slovene at a much later stage), 1 suggest that a segment was present, and
*-s is not implausible (cf. note 4 on p.17 above). In Gram. I posited a special fronting
*aiS to *eiS. More in keeping with accepted views is that in *-ai§, as in *-aS and
*-aNs§, there was raising: *-aiS > *-yiS, just as *-a(N)S > *-y(N)S. The new *yi,
quite isolated in the system, assimilated to *ii = *i, just as *ei > *i and *au > *uu
and, very likely, *ae (< *ai) > *ee. For an alternative suggestion, see p.47,

60. Insisting on full parallelism, some scholars assume fronting of *2to *& and then very
late reversion to *4 (e.g. Vaillant 1950 188). This is based on a few aberrant spellings in
OCS mss. (particularly in the special Kiev Sacramentarium, which has a number of fea-
tures peculiar to pre-Czech; even less persuasive are examples from the Psalterium Sinai-
ticum, written by several very careless scribes), plus the interplay between a, 4, and e after
or between palatals (or palatalized consonats) in numerous later dialects. Here agaio, evi-
dence from OCS and t1th—c. East Slavic mss. is primary; data from later sources is to be
admitted only after careful sifting. While the underlying representation of €4 need specify
only /-high/, one assumes that throughout the presumably long period of existence of this
basic four-vowel system of Common Slavic there were superficial pronunciation rules
which further defined e/a as /-low/ and é/4 as / + low/. The adjustment rules ther speci-
fy that after palatals /-low/ vowels must be front (i.c.77 2), while / +low .’ vowels must be
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/+back/, i.e. 4. I have no phonetic explanation for the resistance of the long or tense low
back vowel to the fronting influence, nor can I explain why that same environment exclu-
ded the iong or tense low front vowel. However, I submit that these are the facts which lin-
guistic theory must explain; no theory is ever so strong that we must tailor the facts to fit
it, modish as that procedure has become. See pp.33-56.

It is worth noting that in word-initial position, iod—prothesis affected precisely
the same vowels, *j; *e and *3, though with the long (tense) open vowel there is dialect va-
riation. Early pre-Bulgarian apparently maintained initial *3, while *& took *- and the
group shifted to *ja-: *éd-‘eat’ > jad-, but *agn- (OCS agng¢ and jagng etc.). No fully
satisfactory solution is possible because of confused spelling in OCS and other early
mss. and because every one of the roots involved presents a minor or major etymological
difficuity (back/front quality original? length? iod originally present?).

61. Here 1 am rejecting two hypotheses. The first is to be found in most handbooks (e.g.
Leskien 51); it specifies a divergent development: *ons by special rule > *uns > *y, but
*j-ons is immune form the o > u shift and yields *jens > je. This requires the extra as-
sumption that A sg f dusp and 1 sg pres. maZp moljo show special morphological replace-
ment of *-¢ (< *-4-m)by *-g, which represents the regular development of *-3-m after
non-iod. Instead, I posit (in essential agreemeny with Van Wijk 78, and keeping his nota-
tion but omitting reference to length): *—j-ons > *juns > jins > *je. (Shevelov 334 seems
to offer two solutions at once.) The second hypothesis is also common, but it is usually
hidden in a passing reference not fully integrated into the discussion: that OCS originally
had G "otbcé (e. g. Shevelov 348); Van Wijk’s condensed and philologically unjustified re-
mark (69), "otec’d (aksl. —1s, spiter — na)' seems to be the source of this notion. Mares, by
assuming that BAC first involved a fronting of the *#to *4and then a regressive palataliza-
tion of the consonant (e.g. *-ik4 and > *—jk4& > -ikZ) automatically ends up with forms
like “otbce, and for N sg fem "grésenic®. This prediction makes it necessary to justify
the fact that OCS and most early manuscripts from all areas (possibly excepting Czech;
her perhaps the Kiev Sacramentarium, cf. Trubetzkoy 65 n. 1) clearly distinguist -ca
from ~cé. I submit that it is far simpler to suppose that *k4 and *kai did not fall together.
Later dialect interaction between a and é in various positions is another matter — or rather
a series of other matters.

An example is the genitive oTsus of the cave—church inscription near Krepéa in
castern Bulgaria (cf. Arxeologija 19 (1977) 3.19-29, Sofia). Although it may possibly bear
witness to a neutralization of ¢ and a after cand 3in some local dialect of the 10th c., it is
quite insufficient to establish such neutralization in the language of Cyril and Methodius
or in the various localized norms of OCS represented by the canonical OCS manuscripts. I
contend that post-BdC Slavic ca/za maintained the back-vowel quality as *ai was devel-
oping into the front vowel *& then é&; the evidence of canonical OSC orthography and
also of most other early Slavic dialects in the southern and eastern Slavic regions
affirms the contrast ca vs ¢, as in —snica vs. —bnicé.

62.. In contrast, a form like grésenici is ambiguous: it could be N pl m -snik+i (<
*TmelkTaJS) subject to KA, or DL sg f ~snic+ the "soft variant’ of the desinence é/i (<
*inik-ai with BdC; adjustment, *a > *e after *k; ei > ).

63. Generatively, I accept underlying /ai/ for the language of Cyril and Methodius and
posit monophthongization (/ai/ >[&]) as a synchronic rule, e.g. L sg /kain-ai/ and /atr-
ak-ai/ > kéné, atraké, and by KAl > céné, otrocé. For the end of the OCS period,
however, as I indicated in note 14 above, I would posit the underlying stem /Keén-/ or /
éen-/ and a diacritically marked desinence /-&*/, and rules ensuring that /atrak-/ + /-~
&*/ would vield atraéé > otrocé.

It is worth noting that this stage, where the units involved are essentially the sur-
face phonemes I advocate in the first part of Gram., the k g x generally alternate with ¢ 2§
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before a front vowel of derivational suffix or inflectional desinence, except that the éor i
of imperative or declension are associated with ¢ 3 s. In other words, KI is to be expected
when a front vowel follows a velar, unless KAI is called for by a small and specifically
marked set of front vowels. (This is the most useful way of phrasing the matter informaily
for students learning the language and it is also a general statement of the relative tenacity
of the two alternations in the history of many Slavic dialects.) However, both Bloom-
fieldian and generativist precepts for rule-formulation require one to define the limited
class first and put the general "otherwise" statement last. Thus the description is now:
(1) k g x > c 3 sbefore & or i of imperative or declension; (2) k g x > ¢ Z § before front
vowel or iod. This descriptive order is clearly anti-historical, but it is an artifact of a
formal apparatus that lacks an elegant way to express "unless". It is sad that uncritical
students, ignorant of the basic facts, can delude themselves into thinking that an elaborate
formal statement embodying this descriptive ordering has anything to do with the his-
tory of OCS (e.g. Wukasch). Evidence from many languages has shown conclusively
that the re-ordering of rules is one kind of historical change, but one must be ver:
careful with the facts in seeing how this kind of change came about.

64. OCS shows the beginning of a spread of the non-singular formant -é- in such forms as
pokaZéte or even pokaZate 'show' from po-kaz-a+. This é frequently appears with old ye
presents. Hypothetical older *pa-kaz-j-a-i-te regularly yields pokaZite; replacement of i
(from *ai after *j) by & creates a sequence palatal + & which violates the regular constraint
that only a (*2) may stand in this position. Attestation is insufficient to show whether
spelled 'Za" (etc.) in such instances represents merely the application of a conventional
graphic rule or perhaps the real pronunciation in some dialects (see Gram. § 7.21, E 9.1)
The spread of -é- or its reflexes in the non-singular imperative is quite general in
Bulgarian and Macedonian and is attested early; in Ukrainian it apparently deveioped
much later. On the other hand, the spread of -i- for expected -é- (regular in SC and R) also
shows up at the very beginning (vametite, Assem; privedite, ostanite sg, Ostr. 1056;
metims Archangel Gosp. of 1092). In view of the general restructuring in various dialects,
it appears that recéte and the like may be modelled on mozéte (*mag-a-i-te) and vedste
(*wed-a-i-te) as a replacement for possible *racite, with archaic (?) root vocalism and
consistent application of BdC and fronting.

65. The IE desinences were presumably *-om and *-ont. OCS furnishes no evidence that
the 1 sg -5 goes back to *-aN, so in my generative analysis I posited simply -&. The attested
3 pl ¢ must derive immediately from *-aN, but I concluded that it was plausible in syn-
chronic terms to posit simply -n as the underlying desinence, with rule-inserted -o-, This is
one of many cases where fairly clear comparative evidence allows us confidently to posit
historical elements which cannot be recovered through internal reconstruction alone. In
such cases it is concluded that the desinences changed so much - whether by phonetic
evolution or by morphological replacement - that the continuity was lost.

66. OCS na-vyc-aj+ is reflected in frequent examples from texts that were transiated in
the early period and it was adopted by some later writers. However, the expected na-vyk-
aj+ is attested in the Izbornik of 1073.

67. Just what phonetic shape might have resulted by lengthening of early Slavic sytlabic li-
quids and nasals is impossible to say. The whole question of the origin and development
of the rules that require a long root-vowel before *-3- remains to be examined comprehen-
sively and in historical depth, though various aspects of the problems are dealt with in
many handbooks. Vaillant’s discussions, for example, do not attempt seriously to go-back
beyond attested OCS vocalism. By that time, however, surely the merger of *Tand *ei was
beginning to have morphological consequences.
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68. Jezowa 1968 provides a good start by separating the facts of OCS from those of later
periods and different regions. Her data come chiefly from glossaries to manuscripts which
have been well studied, and one suspects that her lists could be expanded and refined by
materials from other sources. Attention must be paid to the whole system of derivational
alternations in individual dialects. For example, Cz. mihnouti is apparently new, and no
*mhnuti (cf. presumable OCS *msg-np +) is attested; however, OCz mihati is already in
competition with mizéti, presumably older *miz-aj+ (conforming to BdC), though now
with a new meaning 'disappear. In what ways did different dialects innovate?

69. Occasionally post-verbal nouns like mig ‘moment' (not OCS, not in Sreznevskij) and
kliks shouting, shout' (which is no earlier than 1187, if that) are cited as conter-examples
to BdC. A post-verbal with normal vocalism is possible: *meig-a$S (Lith. miégas 'sleep’)
would not fit the BAC formula, even if we admit that the absence of the noun in old texts is
accidental. On the other hand, old klik-ng+ and klic-aj+ are related to a post-verbal klics
{*kiik-j-aS) as kric-a + (krik-€-)is to krics, with essentially the same meaning. It should be
pointed out that there seem to be no post-verbals displaying ¢/3 from k/g in the absence
of the verbal suffix *-4-. Here, for example, belongs zrecalo 'mirror, representing the root
“zsr- (zbr-€ + ‘see’) and an extended verbal stem *zsrk- in the shape *zorc-a(j)+ (cf. pre-
sumed OCS po-zrec-aj +) plus the nominalizer *-d/-. This verbal stem represents the new
morphological extension of ¢ for k as in -mrsc-a(j) +.

70. The Czech and SC nouns smrk m. and smrka f. 'juniper presumably represent *smsrk-
and show no signs of the progressive palatalization. Synonyms based on *smerk- are more
widespread, e.g. Ukr smerék, smeréka, SC, Sln, Cz dial. smreka, and various forms with
further suffixes such as R. Slavonic smrécsje ‘cedar. Nor does the general *vailk-'wolf ap-
pear anywhere with ¢ (cf. Mare$ 56).

71. Since the KAI palatalization also affected x (duxs 'spirit' pl. dusi, parallel to otroks
otroci, bogs bo3i), the morphological extension of BAC in formations with *-2(j)- might
possibly have affected root-final x as well as k and g. The earliest attestation is the noun
nasmisanie (1073), with po-smis-aj + s¢ ‘'mock' (Ham), so the stem -smis-aj+ can be con-
ditionally attributed to OCS. However, there is no obstruent at all in the correlated verb
smpjati sméjots taugh', and we may well be dealing with a *-sZ-suffix in a formation crea-
ted after the jurk-rule had ceased to operate (cf. Vaillant 1966 332-333).

The productivity of this k g x ~ ¢ (3) z s alternation in verbs in various dialects,
2ventually died out, as even Jezowa’s restricted materials show. It is not without interest
that the lists Rado Len¢ek compiled from the Slovenian Pravopis of 1950 for his Harvard
dissertation contain significantly more verbs in -cati/-zati than the lists from the Pravopis
of 1962 he used for his book, The Verb Pattern of Contemporary Standard Slovene, 1966.
The arbiters of the standard language strongly prefer -kati/-gati. For Russian, the perva-
sive influence of Slavonic over the centuries shows up even in dialects, but it is clear that
the ¢/z forms very early ceased to be productive.

72. The verb is not reliably documented in dictionaries, for it is vulgar and editors may
choose to exclude it as indecent. The noun *ssé, attested in various medieval sources and
Slovene sac¢/sdc, represents *sik-j-aS. Formally it provides the most plausible etymology of
R pl. tantum §¢7 'soup, despite the off-hand rejection by Vasmer and others. As for Sln si-
kati ‘gush, spurt; hiss' and R sikdt ‘gush, spurt; urinate', they very likely show conflation of
an onomatopoeic stem with *sik- ‘urinate' (Vasmer), but Vaillant 1974 205 adduces also pd-
stk ‘pizzle' (Siberian dial., Dal’) and Cz. posek 'bull’s penis’' (Kott) and BR pl siki, P dial
siki posiki‘urine'. It is possible that the verbs have been reshaped, and the nouns then fol-
low along as post-verbals.

73. The oldest context-determined change of Slavic is also progressive: IE *s > *X after i
u r k, although the exact feature or features involved are controvi:rsial.
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74. 1E *s > *X regardless of syllable boundaries.

75. Shevelov rightly distinguishes "transgressive" changes, which operate across syilabic
boundaries, from those that are intrasyllabic, and he points out that very early changes
(e.g. *s > *X) were transgressive (338). Yet instead of considering the possibility that Bd(
and vowel adjustment (which he divides into several stages) were also eariy changes. he
simply holds that they helped "undermine the principle of intrasyllabic harmony’. Not a
all - Vowe!l Adjustment initiated the principle of the synharmonic syllable. which was then
furthered by KiI and KAI

Another change which depends on the structure of the next syllable thougi: i is a
regressive assimilation, is the raising of *e to 7 before heterosyllabic *j (which Snevelov
339 for some reason doubts): *treies > trejes > trbje/trije, *gast-ei-ami > gosisjem/go-
stijems'guest (Isg). G sg f pronominal *maj-ai-aNS > mojeje (cf. also 1 sg maojejo, GL du
mojeju) show that *ej from fronted *aj was not subject to raising (cf. t-oje, t-ojo, t-214;,
and thus demonstrate that the raising took place before Vowel Adjustment.

Some investigtors have attempted to link BAC with the progressive palatalization
in Russian dialect Van'ka and/or Bg. dial. majka. These are obviously changes that took
place after the phonetic loss of jers and thus are not connected with BdC, which operated
well before the jers began to be omitted.

76. Examples are the theoretical | sg aor. of *ment- disturb’, *bad- 'stab' *greb- ‘dig, bury',
*nes- (< *nek-) ‘carry', *wez- (< *weg-) 'convey', rek- 'say', *geg- (< *deg-) burn' glus
aorist-marker *s plus 1 sg. -am (< *om) yielding mess, basw, gréss, nésn, véss, but
réxs zaxs. While these forms are only marginally attested in OCS (Gram., 92}, they
are fully plausible for certain archaic dialects of the 9th and 10th centuries.

Before *¢, old *s remained; by later morphophonemic rules, underiying *X, sub-
sequently *x, like all non-labial obstruents, must appear as *sbefore *, cf. Gram, § E 7.62
OCS greb- and sop-'pipe' have infinitives greti and soti (Hamartolos Chronicie); other dia-
lects may have agreed, or else they may have converted pand bto s, as in medern R gresiy.

Note that there is no evidence for a possible infinitive formed by root in *-x -

*_ti The verb *verx- 'threst’, with e—present forms, can be attributed t¢ OCE (Vaillant
1966 168), but no infinitive is attested. Miklosich's lemmata vrésti and izvrésti sureiy repre-
sent a mechanical scholarly formula based on SC vrijeci (vrsem vrhao). Descript
one must posit SC vrh- /vréh— (or something of the sort), and the special rule for infin-
itive-formation lumps x together with k and g. This does not constitute even the palesi
proof that any 9th-c. dialect had an infinitive with *-x+4 treated as though it were
*_k+ti. (Nor is there sufficient reason for assuming *verx- instead of *iaerx- <f 3¢
vréi = vrijedi) It is a pity that Sreznevskij and the Prague Slovnik have perpetuaicd
the ghost-form "vrésti®.

l‘v"

-

77. This *X fits with Meillet’s description (1934 § 114), but is upsetting to anyone wishing
to make neat tables with point—of-articulation definitions (e.g. Shevelov 127). 1f we ussu-
me that *r was [+ high] in the dialects where the change took place, the i u 1 & enviroi-
ment is unified: ordinary non-high *s assimilated to [+ high] afier a [+ high] segmeri. The
[+ back] specification probably did not become obligatory until *X split into *s and “x.
both independently distinct from *s.

78. For a partial parallel, compare modern Czech, where ¢ and o are invariably roundad
phonetically, but the phonological definition [+high +back] is sufficient, the feature
/round/ being automatic and redundant. See Kucera 26, n 6. (It is possible to assume such
a system for Slavic at the time of BAC without changing anything else in my discussion.
The two /-high + back/ vowels *§and *4would differ as /- low/ versus / + low/ . formu-
la 3 would not be affected, for it includes both. This means that BAC could have cccurred
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even before the fundamental restructuring of the Pre-Slavic vowel system that decisively
set it off from Pre-Baltic.)

79. See Meillet 1934 58-9, Vaillant 1950 § 55, Mares § 23.

80. Let us look. at the possible segments in terms of distinctive features (using the
term affrication instead of delayed release, and taking for granted that all these segments
are /-labial/ and /-continuant/):

t v c [ ¢ t K k

. d d& 3 5 ¢ 4 g g
anterior + 4+ + + - - - -

coronal + + + + + 4+ - -
high -+ - 4+ + o+ o+ 4
back - - - - - - - +

affricate - - + + + - - -

The first step in palatalization must be that the /+back/ feature of velars becomes
/-back/ : k > k. A further slight adjustment — not discussed in the text above — changes
the /-coronal/ to / +coronal/ - k > ¢ This shift surely underlies the development of a
hissing offglide and the eventual change of /-anterior/ to/ +anterior/. The resultant é
may "harden": /+high/ > /-high/, i.e. ¢ > c Alternatively, the offglide becomes more
hushing, and /+ anterior/ >/-anterior/, i.e. ¢ > ¢& The affricates may become simple
fricatives: this change tends to happen somewhat more readily in the voiced series (3 3 3
> z # Z) than the voiceless (c ¢ & > s § §).

Let me emphasize that the symbols ¢ 3 § Z are used in this study to reflect “soft
hissing dentals" like the palatalized consonants of Ukrainian (e.g. us 'this (N sg f)', n34ska-
T4 ‘yelp', cak 'thus', 3s8 ‘abyss’), sounds which would be characterized as /-distributed/,
seec Chomsky and Halle 312-4. They are not to be interpreted as the / + distributed/ Polish
sounds, which have a definitely hushing quality, e.g. in ciato ‘body', dziat 'gun', siano ‘hay’,
ziarno ‘grain'. | am assuming that values of the feature /distributed/ were non-distinctive
in the dialects and periods treated. In theory, however, each of the segments defined in the
table above could be split into two, one / + distributed/ and the other /-distributed/.

81. In the time between BAC and KI, it is highly possible that the results of BAC had
moved from K/g not only to t/d"(see note 80), but further to ¢/3; we know only that they
remained distinct from k/g and ¢t/d. The long historical process can be expressed more
formally thus:

Bdc? ¢ R -back /el v —syll] v
| +back | jopt. +cor +high +nasal -high
-back
8ac® C :coronal
+high > +anterior
:back_J jopt. + affr
Ki® C N E—back] / -consonant
+back_J -back
Kz [ ¢ ] -
I c +coronal / -consonant
+high > +anterior ~-back
-back +affricate
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KIb would convert any of the possible BAC results (€78, t/d, ¢/3) to the required &/3. We
have adopted hypothesis (3) both because it is formally the simplest and because it covers
all the examples. It predicts change before *¢, but no examples occur. Hypothesis (2)
would include * Ibut again there are no examples; in any case the hypothetical *-/ki
would be subject to KI. The more traditional formulation of (4) would leave the vocative
*atike untouched — a not undesirable effect, but in spite of traditional discussions it is
quite unnecessary. The simplest formal explanation turns out to deal with ALL the per-
tinent facts of declension.

82. I know of no report of an observed change from kto ¢ and thus I believe that the inter-
mediate stage Kk (or t) is required for KI. Phonetic shifts from £ to ¢& (i.e. from a stop or
very lightly affricated stop to a clearly hushing affricate) have been reported from various
areas, however. One I have heard commented on by native speakers is the case of the city
dialect of Prilep, in Macedonia. Those born before 1929 distinguish three units, £ vs. &vs.
k, the kK (< *t, or in Turkish or Albanian loans) being only slightly affricated. Speakers
born after 1929 merge £ and ¢in favor of & A similar merger of £ and ¢is in progress in
the Veles dialect; Reiter 46 notes that ¢ has no variants, while £ not only ranges phoneti-
cally through éand &to t) but it is often proceded by a palatal offglide; /braka/ can be
brai¢a. (The beginnings of such a change are reported by Stojkov 139 for Razlog, where
word-final kK (from older palatalized ¢’ from *t5) is now generally pronounced as “soft' ¢&:
ze¢ ~ zek < OCS zgte. One hopes that Bulgarian phonologists and dialectologists will
watch developments of this kind closely.) In the Proto-Slavic case we have a long timespan
at our disposal; to assume at least the K/g intermediate stage for KI surely is in accord
with real processes of linguistic change, although the long-range diachronic statement of
correspondence is: velar or palatal stop becomes hushing affricate ¢/3 before front vowel
or iod. Newton, on the basis of rich comparative dialect material, assumes for modern
Greek a sequence K > & > ¢ (127f.), without, however, discussing the necessity for the
middle link; it seems to me that assuming either £ > &or Kk > cfor individual dialects is
more plausible, and in the latter type of dialect it is only a possible cluster #§ < tsj) which
ends up as the affricate ¢. Typologically, the fronting of velars to k/g appears to be a uni-
versal tendency that often is implemented; what phonetic and linguistic theory must ac-
count for is why these palatal stops sometimes become hissing affricates tending to dental
articulation (e.g. IE to Slavic, cf. note 2 above) and approximately equally as often become
hushing affricates with alveo-palatal articulation (e.g. IE to Baltic). Why should both pos-
sibilities occur at different stages of a single language (e.g. French cent with s < ¢ < &, but
chant with § < ¢ < K)?

83. One is tempted, however, to see grounds for phonemic K/¢ earlier. Perhaps affective
factors may have helped. Since both *-i-k- (in all genders) and *-7-k-2 could serve to
form diminutives, perhaps the *k-variant - an unusual segment in the system - may have
acquired sufficient expressive value to be used outside the old context. However, at this
distance, in view of the continuing shifting and renewing of k- and c—suffixes in various
dialects, it is impossible to point to individual cases.

84. 1 believe that the language of Cyril and Methodius was one that required quite abstract
underlying phonological forms, but that restructuring was rapid and pervasive during the
next few generations. Thus I consider *atikaS and the like possible for about 850, but *ati-
¢i, *ati¢iN and *ati¢f more likely for 1050.

85. It is uncertain for this historical stage whether to posit a single unit *X (/+ high/,
probably /-back/, but with the values of /anterior/ and /coronal/ determined by con-
text), which would pattern with labials and dentals (including /-back -high/ *s) in allow-
ing any vowel to follow, or whether we hypothesize that two separate units had emerged,
viz. fully specified /+ back/ *x that would pattern like the velar stops, and /-back/ *§
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that would pattern like the palatal stops or affricates. Doubtless a major factor was the
merger of *Xjand *sjinto *3, whereupon surely the contrast *sg vs. *§2 vs. *x4 was estab-
lished. There is no evidence to establish the relative chronology of this merger.

86. The process was surely *kau > *keu > *kd, but the diphthong *2N was now probably
realized by a rounded vowel *6N whose fronted variant was not perceived as belonging in
the domain of phonetic *¢ (representing /eN/ and /iN/). (Vaillant 1950 192 posits *-j-aN
> *je and then morphological replacement by *g, cf note 46 above; his analogies are
based on 11th-12th Bg.-Mac. dialect materials that are to be explained rather on the basis
of the forms I posit.) Apparently the 'soft* &/3 of early OCS, which motivated the front va-
riants of u and o, were lost in most dialects reflected by the surviving OCS mss. The distri-
bution of the letters "ju" and “jo" (and also "&" and "ja") in OCS is inconsistent and too com-
plicated to discuss here. Scribal difficulties were surely caused partly by the fact that the
use of these letters was no longer motivated by easy phonological correspondences.

87. It is highly possible that yopdiki 'small fort' became a simple appellative in Greek, and
its occurrence in a given area is insufficient to demonstrate the presence of a Slavic popu-
lation. The native suffix —iki (<older —ikion) was widely productive, cf. medieval dotpixt
‘little star, &otpo 'star’.

88. It is uncertain just when Greek began to have a ¢s cluster, and precisely how it was dis-
tributed in different dialects. Plausible examples do not appear until the tenth centrury at
the earliest. Surely all Greek dialects had £, and in some this might have become c, but the
alphabet provides no way to make these distinctions - indeed even some modern studies
of dialect are very obscure because authors fail to use special phonetic symbols for non-
standard consonants. Further, there is no guarantee that Vasmer’s material reflects the ori-
ginal Slavic pronunciations, for we must reckon both with evolving Slavic populations in
the places concerned and with Slavic and Albanian and Arumanian interference over the
centuries with Greek pronunciation of toponyms. And finally, not all the material is indis-
putably Slavic.

89. Kucija in Supr. translates 't Bpexytd' and refers to soaked uncooked beans, proper diet
for an ascetic cleric. ESI. kut’j4 is a ritual dish made of cooked whole wheat with honey,
served at Christmas and as an offering to the dead. It was probably associated with pre-
Christian festivals, the word being borrowed through Balkan (Romance?) intermediaries.
Supr. also has Sracin- eleven times for ‘Saracen' and expected Srakin- but once; this prob-
ably shows that this name of the dreaded enemies of Christendom was actually known to
the scribe. The lack of the first a is puzzling, however, and perhaps the cis due to some
non-Greek intermediary, strange though that seems for this sort of word. A sequence *sa-
rak- > *sark- > *srak- is possible; compare the suggested Gk. keramik- > *kermig- >
érémiga 'pot' (p. 21, above).

1t is a pity that dictionaries often omit proper names, since they help furnish in-
formation about the productivity of phonological and morphological processes. Though
sracin- is the usual stem in the texts, spellings with ¢ occur at least four times in the
Troickij copy of the Hamartolos Chronicle (13th-14th c.) and once in the Undol’skij copy
(15th c.); Istrin does not indicate variants for these word (except at 369.3, where he records
sorocinsskyi from the Uvarov and Cudov copies (15th ¢.), perhaps because the pleophonic
form supports his argument for the Rusian origin of the translation), and we cannot be cer-
tain how many more times such ¢é-spellings occur. The possibility that they go back to a
South Slavic foretext is strengthened by the presence of sradin- in the Life of Constantine
(23.5, 23.18, 24.1 of Lavrov’s edition).

The Hamartolos text abounds in names of all sorts, and on the whole the Slavonic
merely transcribes. The declension of Foka 'Phocas' has the expected DL Focé; Luka has
Luce, as in OCS. The possessive pronoun is Focins (433.15, 571.2). The equivalent for
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‘Luke’s' is not in the text, but elsewhere it is usually Lukins. (Yet Ludino evangelie also
occurs in the heading to the Magnificat at the end of the 12th—c. Bg. Pogodin Psalter.)

It is not without interest that in the name of Baou\tlng, a Slav, the copies hesi-
tate between Vasilics and Vasiliés; the Greek surely represents the Slavic suffix *itj-, see
note 91, below.

90. It must be emphasized that this single example is the only instance Vasmer chz'!rz'u?t'er—
izes (after expressing serious doubt) as demonstrating unshifted k. Two other possibilities
are noted: MnokoPw6 (95) as *Bukoviks or prehaps *Bukovsce; Kopevixog (36) as
*Kamensniks or *Kamensce. This is extraordinarily weak evidence. The first may also be
*Bukovsniks, with Albanian va > n. In view of the fact that Albanian has taken over the
suffixes —nik and -ec (also —ka < -ka) from Slavic (cf. Jokl, Slavia 13, 1934-35, p. 289),
and both Greek and Arumanian have suffixes of the shape -ik, and that finally many Bal-
kan place-names have somewhat variant forms in two or three of these languages, Vas-
mer’s material can be decisive only to illustrate such changes as those affecting *fart (Gar-
diki< *gard-) where the spelling is unmistakable and later non-Slavic phonological
changes cannot be shown to have distorted the 8th~9th century sounds. See below.

91. Greek renders both cand ¢ by 10, the frequent ki or ket spelings can be taken as K or &
--what is important is that they cannot be interpreted as UN-shifted velar k: this is
“non-k'. This point has not been grasped by many Slavic scholars, even though it was sta-
ted by Bidwell (although he was more certain than the evidence warrants that
the affrication was not achieved until after the Slavs were in the Balkans, p. 125). Stieber
(91) even reproaches Bidwell for believing that spellings like I'apdixt and Kapvikia (cf.
Kamnica or Kamenica, but also Kamenika, in several places in Slavic territory)
showed unshifted k, ‘for, after all, we have such forms as zemljanika, ezevika [wild
strawberries', 'blackberries| with k preserved in the suffix -ika until today in Russian®.
[On botanical -ika, see above, p. 20.] This refusal to look carefully at non-Slavic
systems, combined with the juxtaposition of utterly heterogeneous data, is unfortun-
ately not untypical of much contemporary writing in Slavic historical linguistics.

92. The discussion in Ramovs 1924 runs from 265 to 276, with copious data. It is not easy
reading, because Ramovs is uncompromising in reproducing the spelling of his sources, be
they medieval German or Latin documents, 16th-c. printed works, or contemporary scho-
larly field notes. It is probable that 8th-10th c. Slovene had unaffricated *k (later & for *tj,
beside *¢or *cfor both BAC and KAl (along with some borrowed words), and *¢from KI.
Some of his reasoning is vulnerable, but objections lead not to a clear decision for old *k
evolving to *K, but rather to the conclusion that the early toponymic evidence is simply
meaningless on this point (because the Bavarian phonological system hat no obvious niche
for any one of the three units, £ ¢ ¢ and indeed had trouble coping with Slavic k). Ramov3
later offers further explanations (1936 52-3) which, while plausible, show that the old
spellings offer no more than a point of departure for speculation.

93. Latin documents as early as 860, written most probably by Romance-speaking scribes,
have spellings like Sabniza (for *Zabsnica), Ramovs 1936 52 and passim. Note that Ra-
moys$ finds no evidence at all for non-shifted k in the whole area.

94. Shevelov 350, to take one example, remarks that Bav. k(c)h "spellings are supposed to
denote SI k*. Bidwell (124) is not clear, but his conclusion, like Shevelov’s, is that BdC
overlapped with KAI (126).

95. Shevelov 350 apparently takes Logatec to be directly descended from the form in -ti-

cu(m); Bidwell 124 suggests substitution of suffix. The latter is probable, for the word
could at once be perceived as a native formation: /og-5 low-lying meadow by water; scrub
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forest' combined with -at-, cf. modern Jogat 'reich an Hainen' (Pleter$nik) and the -s¢5 suf-
fix often used for towns. (Shevelov mistakenly calls Logatec a river.)

96. 1 base this suggestion on principles used by Ramovs to explain the complicated history
of some Slovene place-name (1936 52-3). The first step would be *serdik-, perhaps with
shift to masculine gender, as was common with names of towns (cf. Dalmatian Solin <
*solyns < Rom. Salona). The locative of the later stem-shape would be *srédicé, heard by
the Greeks as *striaditsa and understood to mean ‘at Sofia'. A Greek could them abstract
the s as a form of gig [is] ‘at, to', yielding the name spelled TpidSiroa in several sources (see
Vasmer 1941 259). - — Shevelov 302 for some reason takes Srédscs as an illustration of
KAI, a misunderstanding compounded by his notion that the suffix in Kostolac (G
Kostdca; medieval Kostolbcs, a town in Serbia) is that of Rom. Castellaceus; however,

Rom. stressed a would yield early SC a, not » (which presumably was phonetic s in that
area).

97. Evidence for the monophthongization of j- and u-diphthongs is uncertain. No sure
trace of *ei or *ai is to be discerned in Greek or German toponyms or other borrowings.
(Shevelov’s argument 289 that Germanic spellings reveal Slavic diphthongs is mistaken.
Accepting a Germanic source for the tribal name *Dud/ébi, cf. Vasmer s.v. duleb (Sheve-
lov erroneously omits the asterisk), in the Austrian area and OR texts, we still have no
Jprincipled way of deciding whether the Slavs borrowed a diphthong or, having already eli-
minated diphthongs, substituted the monophthong & for the foreign complex sound. As for
the Rus princely name Gzlébs, Vasmer posits an Old Swedish dialect monophthong in
*Gudlefr (Shevelov again neglects the asterisk), but very likely by the late 9th century East
Slavic monophthongal & was a closed vowel which could well be the most suitable substi-
tute for the diphthong in the usual Gudleifr.) The fact that *y was apparently heard as *i
by Bavarians (7th-8th c.?) may indicate that the non-distinctive rounding was still present,
which in turn implies that *au had not yet become *i. (Shevelov hypothesizes early mo-
nophthongization of *au and a long co-existence of two long us which were never con-
fused; he alleges that some modern Ukr. dialects have two g-type phonemes’ (277).
The parallel fails, because these dialects do not have distinctive length and are typolog-
ically quite different from Common Slavic.) The same conclusion may be drawn from
borrowings from Romance, where closed ¢ was replaced by *p, e.g. Salona > *salyn-
> Solin. (In the Alpine area, Bavarian substituted the diphthong iu during the
9th-10th c; Slavic *y > * by about 1000; for the very complex evidence see Ramovs
1936 36-8.) Greek provides no help at all, for at the time it had no au/ou diphthong, so
Slavic *7 and *au both were taken over as u. The forms mayila ‘mound, rise' and
kardta ‘Garbottich' (if directly from Slavic *magygld and *karyta, cf. R mogyla, koryto,
and not Alb. mogule and karuté) do not prove rounding in Slavic *y, but merely that the
high back rounded vowel was perceived as u rather than 7 by speakers of Greek, which
offered no other possibility among high vowels. Similarly at a later date Greeks and Serbs
substituted u for the Turkish high back unrounded 1: kalip ‘form , mold' > Gk. kalipi,
SC kdlup (but Bg. kaliép, with the mid unrounded vowel substituted. Ordinarily *y is
represented by Greek and Albanian i, reflecting the Slavic merger of y and i which
began in the south no later than the 11th c. Shevelov 278 is on shaky ground in claiming
ov/av as old in borrowings in Dalmatia; since these areas remained non-Slavic for cen-
turies, we must reckon with constant renewal of the Romance forms: such ov/av
forms show late adaptations. As for Tovrljan (town, not river as Shevelov says, in E.
Serbia), the connection with the Tauriana of the Peutinger Table is so fraught with
phonetic (not to mention geographical) difficulties as to deprive it of any probative value.
Again, Arumanians continued to frequent the area; their pronunciation surely affected
the Slavic toponyms. Shevelov’s decisions in this area are unfortunately based largely on

the work of Petar Skok, who amassed impressive lists of data but whose interpretations

are often erratic and contradictory. (A methodological note: Shevelov 278 quotes Balkas
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and Belorussian toponyms and concludes: "The inference is that when the _Slavs
invaded the Balkans the monophthongization of u-diphthongs was completed or in the
process of completion but that at the time of their (emphasis supplied, HGL) first contacts
with the Balts in Northern Belorussia they still had diphthongs. Hence the monophthongi-
zation of u-diphthongs is to be placed in the sixth century, probably the early part.” The
Slavs who invaded the Balkans in the 6th century were NOT the Slavs who moved into the
Smolensk-Vitebsk area sometime between the 6th and 9th c. Were they even sixth or se-
venth cousins? Why should all dialects develop at the same rate?

98. Modern forms of *kotscs ordinarily refer to a shed or pen for chickens, pigs and the
like, cf. SWawski s.v. kojec. Mikkola 61 believes the Finns took the word from the Eston-
ians, who borrowed it from Novgorod. The R pl. tant. fish—trap' is noted for Siberia; one
would like to have more information about its distribution.

99. Gluskina 1966 and 1968; Trubadev s.v. *cédjp (keZ for usual ceZ/ceZa in a variety of
senses like 'gruel, slurry), *cévina (kivina 'part of a cep (flail)), *Céveks (kevok 'stick,
handle on cep! but otherwise this derivative means 'bobbin, spool' as a weaver’s term, or
some other pipe-like object). One must be cautious about admitting original *k here, for
*kor *skor *sk might be involved; moreover these dialects have long been in contact with
Finnic (and perhaps Baltic) and in general show cases of confusion of palatalized ¢ and &
with the single affricate expected for both *c and *¢ In conjunction with the clear and ear-
ly tendency for scribes to eliminate *cin declensional forms of k—stems, however, it is not

unrealistic to suppose that some of these domestic terms may reveal very old phonetic re-
lics.

100. The idiom in the form stegi ne vidat’ (see Vasmer s.v. zga) supports this etymology,
aithough the meaning of 'path’ for the putative noun zga has completely been lost here and
in the other idioms listed by Dal’. Filin illustrates the meaning 'loop on horsecollar
(through which reins are passed)’; Roman Jakobson suggested years ago in his lectures at
Columbia - sessions attended by many Russians who had no hesitation about expressing
their opinions — that this and similar meanings having to do with details of harness were
simply attempts to justify the idiom. Roughly, “it’s so dark you can’t see an object you
know to be a short distance away" - the native, when directly asked precisely what the ob-
ject is, is surprised and embarrassed not to know and is likely to invent a meaning. One
cannot exclude the possibility that even stegf represents a popular etymology, with a full
word "restored" instead of a “sloppy" pronunciation.

101. Henning Andersen has argued that much of central Slavic had no stop *g, but the
continuant *y, and that therefore the palatalization resulted directly in # or Z; I suspect
that the y-area was considerably smaller, in the 8th-9th c., than he wishes to believe, and
in any case a g ~ Zalternation must be assumed for large areas with plosive g. What is cer-
tain is that 3 in the historical period is an alternant of g only in the south of the Bulgaro-
Macedonian area and in northern West Slavic, i.e. in peripheral remnants. The 3-letter
was not used consistently in OCS, while in Rus and in the Serbian, Croatian and Bohe-
mian lands it functioned only as a numeral ('8 in glagolitic, '6' in cyrillic), never as a phone-
tic symbol.

102. This sort of innovation of single forms according to an old pattern is easy enough to
account for: one form (e.g. the adjective varjaZpsks) is taken as an example of a regular
pattern (k g x elsewhere alternate with ¢ 7 §before ~pn - or - # n-), and assumed to be de-
rived from a base form with g. Yet there are sporadic innovations that are much more opa-
que. Standard Macedonian has an adjective beleZan 'marked’ (cf beley ‘mark, beiezi/be-
leZuva 'to mark'), which might historically be a passive participle from a no longer extant
*belez-a. Yet in a dialect near Bitola the form is reported as belezan (Groen); there is no
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clear motivation for z. More generally, Macedonian has a new g in vlegol ‘entered' (OCS
velézip) beside present vieze, and molgol 'milked' beside the expected molzol (< *mblz-
Ip); in both cases Slavic z corresponds regularly to IE *g, and the gis a fairly recent inno-
vation. [A similar innovation apparently is to be ascribed to certain Rusian dialects; Srez-
nevskij (s.v. valecy) cites vliegosa from the Galician—Volynian Chronicle, s.a. 1165, 1175.]
Further, the adverb brgu is surely a false substitute for the reflex of OCS brszo 'quickly’,
very probably on the basis of *brezé (cf OR barzé), interpreted as "bru3e", against the back-
ground of common doublets of the type dobro = dobré, and perhaps a comparative
*briZe (cf. SC brze).

The inherited g ~ Z alternation is now very restricted in Macedonian, essentially
occurring in strize ‘cut hair and struZe 'scrape' vs. strigol, strugol. However, some of the
western dialects have an apparently productive alternation g ~ 3. The diminutive suffix —¢
(probably historically *—¢ {t]-) is accompanied by the historically expected k/¢ alterna-
tion: jazik ‘tongue' jazice. The parallel is g/3: noga 'foot, leg' noje, kof¢eg ‘box, chest
koféeze (but OCS kovadezbcn), cf. Vidoeski. (In central Macedonia, where 3 is generally
less common, we find noZe, koféeZe, and the like.)

103. Awareness of the original foreign pronunciation in situations of continued contact is
a factor which must always be reckoned with in examining toponyms. In southeastern Co-
lorado are Ratén Pass and the town of Alamosa, now pronounced with the vowel of moan
essentially in accord with the local Spanish pronunciation. In the early part of this cen-
tury, however, they were "Ratoon” and "Alamoosa" with the vowel of moon - a fact I have
no explanation for in terms of either the English or Spanish pronunciations that might be
conjectured; I know only that that is how those places were called by my contemporaries
and elders in the 1920’s and '30’s. Compare vamoose < vamos (or vimonos?). Examples
of continuing Slovene-German adaptations in both directions are noted in Ramov§ 1924
passim.

104. Dubrovnik Knégo as a name or nickname (it occurs once in 1420) and the noun kne-
govanje 'rule' surely are back-formations from knezi¢, kneziti and the like, supported by
kneginja 'princess; personal name' and derivatives (see the Zagreb Academy’s Rjecnik).
Shevelov 349 refers to Slavonic *knegs" from "Pogodin’s Psalter'; this is almost certainly an
error going back through Miklosich to Vostokov. Jagi¢ used Pogodin 8, a Bg. psalter of
about 1300, for variants in his edition of the Bologne Psalter. Vostokov’s alleged "knegi Zi-
dovestii* would presumably be in the commentary to ps. 118:53, but Jagi¢’s failure to note
it indicates that a normal form occurs. Thanks to V.V. Kolesov, who checked the manu-
script for me, I can report that the spelling is knezi.

105. Assem. substitutes obrazs' image' (a contextual confusion, but one which probably in-
dicates something odd about the word in the text the scribe was copying), Ostromir (and a
series of later mss.) cgto (< *kint-?, ultimately probably Lat. cent—; cf. Vasmer s.v. cata).
The Archangel Gospel of 1092 has steglgze which might reflect OCS *stslgzp with KAl in
the first syllable. I consider the g a random scribal error; James Ferrell (SEEJ 14.421) sees
it as the local g-pronunciation (i.e. *stsldgs) interfering with the scribe’s effort to write
proper Slavonic.

106. Note that in both cases the §Cblggs is paid to the Khazars: this is an "international”
monetary unit. At the time the copies of the Chronicle were written (1377 and later), the
form seljag was already current. It represents a borrowing from Polish sze/gg: note the na-
sal vowel replaced by spelled ja (and cf. Ukr. zvytjaZyty < Pol zwycigZyc above and mos-
Jjaznyj < Pol. mosi¢Znyj below). Prof. Mare§ informs me that older Cz. tolar was used in
the first part of this century for the U.S. dollar; since about 1930, only dolar is possible.
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107. Cf. e.g. Kiparsky 1934 223 f. This is precisely the sort of word which can be borrowed
several times. Since such rings were carried back and forth through the Slavic world and
Central Asia, a number of pronunciations must be accounted for. Surely R sergd and the
many Turkic words with similar forms all belong here (despite Vasmer s.v. ser’gd and user-
jaz'); Omeljan Pritsak informs me that no plausible Turkic etymology has been found.

108. Vasmer's putative *mosjag(q.v.) is intended to explain the surname Mosjagin, though
*mosjaga is required to justify the suffix —in-. This too could be derived from Ukr. mos-
Jjaznyj, mosjaznyk (cf. zvytjaha).

109. The name of the Polish city of Grudziadz, in originally Old Prussian territory, might
possibly reflect Baltic *graud-ing-as 'rich in grain' but the medieval attestation shows ra-
ther a Baltic *graud-en- with the Polish -# c- added, cf. Kiparsky 1934, 39, 165. Shevelov’s
assumption, 350, that the root had the shape *grid- is gratuitous. The connection he
wishes to make between BdC and the change of ancient *i- to Com. Sl. y is apparently
the result of his desire to prove the late date of BAdC.Lith. gridingas has a different ablaut
form of the root (see E. Fraenkel, Litauisches etym. Wérterbuch, s.v. graumenys).

110. In the narrow OCS cannon only three examples occur: aste e /bz¢é pustati Zeno svojo
if it is permitted to send away one’s wife' (Cloz 2b8, in the sermon attributed to Metho-
dius); ne Isz&é ‘one cannot, otk £vov' and - NB with a different kind of negative — nésts
mi Ipz¢ inamo iti ‘it is impossible for me to go anywhere else, aufyavov poi éott (Supr
370.66; 170.22). - Neither Cloz nor Supr uses the letter 3" except as a numeral. Cloz has to
use "¢" to indicate the soft z < 3 (cf. spelled zeml/é for *zemlja and the problem of the femi-
nine of vess, Gram. § 4.21, E 18.81). Supr on the whole follows glagolitic usage of "¢ after
consonant. — Post-OCS attestation indicates a tradition based on the spelling I5z¢ (see
Sreznevskij), but there is some evidence for */53€ quite late (/p3€, 15th c.) along with signs
that the scribes were uncertain about the word: IsZa (properly the spelling for a f. adj.
false' in a Bg. ms. of the Hexameron of John the Exarch) and nésts...InZe (the sole example
in Danici¢’s dictionary of Old Serbian). This final exampile is from Domentian’s Life of
Sava, but as it is in an aphorism from St. Basil which occurs in florilegia, it is very likely a
citation (for a different translation, with ovte ... d8vatov rendered ni..moZesi, see
Tschizewskij's reprint of Semenov’s ed. of the Péela (Melissa), Slavische Propylien 7.365),
and not part of Domentian’s own language.

111, *Polsza, Vaillant’s argument continues, made its 3 subsequently per BAC, and then
created a new locative-dative pols3i “comme plus tard nom. pol'ga du russe dialectal, qui
s’explique par la réfection sur -/'zi d’'un nominative -/'ga, conséquence de I'elimination de
F'alternance g:(d)z"

112, Usual OCS potréba translates khreia. A lone non-OCS protivu tréby ‘pros khreian’
{Cudov Ps., 11th c.), in the face of the potreby (G) of later copies, is not quite strong
enough to guarantee OCS *tréba. The lemma in Sadnik-Aitzetmiiller shouid read trébé.

113, Similarly godé byti 'be pleasing, please!, replaced within OCS by the adi. godsis or
the impersonal ugodeno. Reflexes of trébé have survived into modern Slovenian and
Croutian dialects (rrebé, trijebi). In Slovene and Czech treba/tieba + 3 sg. neuter of ‘to be'
(and D of person) means 'be necessary, have to. R. potrebnyj. poirebovat’, etc. are Slavon-
icisms, the root surely being *terb.

114, See Vaillant 1974 242. Compare also the noun polrZenie ‘benefit, alieviation' in a
Slavonic text of Czech origin {see Slovnik) and in a work by the Bulgarian John the
Exarch (Sreznevskij).
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115. It should be emphasized that in some dialects the alternant of /g/ may well have been
a Zthat was phonetically distinct from both zand 2 while in others it may have fallen toge-
ther with /z/ before front vowels. Indeed, it is probable that the letter “3* had values that
varied with time, region, and church tradition. Thus forms like *polsZevati and *polsZiti
must be reckoned with in attempting to account for the attested spellings and their place in
the various linguistic systems.

116. Pre-Czech */pZa would yield /zé by the regular fronting of a to & a dialect process not
to be confused with the older Vowel Adjustment, cf. note 60, above.

117. One wonders about Latvian paliga for aid’ and palidzét to help', seemingly isolated in
Baltic. Durnovo plausibly argued that R pol’za is a Slavonicism (see Vasmer).

118. Nelga occurs in the oldest copy of the Novgorod Chronicle (s.a. 1128; later copies all
nel(’)zja) and in a 15th-c. copy of a probable 12th-c. Novgorod original (see Sreznevskij
s.v. Ibga).

119. The comparative Is2if or [sZaje (not certainly OCS, but early East Slavic; see
Sreznevskij) and derived verbs like Pol. ulzyé ease, lighten' helped maintain the network of
semantic connections and the consonantal alternations. See Stawski s.v. /dza. Legota is
surely a post-BdC formation, see note 18 above.

120. Voiced affricates do not always behave exactly like the corresponding voiceless ones.
Thus the expected affricate *3from *g by Kl is attested as Z except after z, while expected
*7occurs as z (except after 2) in most areas, yet the voiceless ¢and cremain stops. Similar-
ly in Rumanian, 3 is replaced by Zin some dialects (standard joc'game', dial. gioc), while z
for 3 is standard (auzi 'you hear), but ¢ and ¢ remain (cinci ‘five!, poti 'you can’). The
Germanic words in *-ing-, which by my hypothesis entered Slavic long after BdC had
started to affect the many words containing k, may have provoked an extension of the
more limited older rule. In any case, the number of examples with *gis very small.

Voiced consonants not uncommonly exhibit sporadic anomalies, e.g. in Mac. dial.
Zelezdo for usual Zelezo ‘iron', 3izd 'wall' for more wide-spread 3izd (itself a complex
back-formation from the old verbal root with *d/dj, cf. OCS zsdati ziZdets and note 38;
OCS had zsds and zsds, standard Mac. has 3id), and the toponym jupa for usual Zupa,
Vidoeski, 59, 70. In Bulgarian dialects, ‘star also occurs as jvazda/Zvezdd or even
Fuvidzda Zuv'dzda, see Bulgarski dialekten atlas, 11, map 54, and 111, map 65. In Dihovo,
beside usual nazorlif ‘cross-eyed, wall-eyed' is found nagorlif.

121. Cf. Vasmer s.v. jagd I, and Stawski s.v. jedza. Trubadev *gga/*gza: it is puzzling that
his alternative form has z, not 5 or 3.

122. In Macedonian too this word is anomalous because it retains the nasal in virtually all
dialects, although otherwise the old nasal vowels were lost in most areas centuries ago.
Janza (dial. janza, jonja, jenza) means ‘fever, chill' and also ‘horror, nightmare', and also
'stubborn, annoying person'. Curiously enough, the word has disappeared from dialects
where the nasal vowels have been kept. The expected (j)eza is found only in a few places
in eastern Macedonia.

122. This assumes N sg m *vess etc. to be levelled out analogically.
124. Van Wijk does not mention the pronoun sics 'of this kind', which has the same hard-

soft mixture as vess: sicego but sicéms, etc.; contrast taks 'of that kind' - takogo but ta-
cémp etc. The word is surcly dialectal (I suspect Moravian), however, being replaced even
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within OCS by sic-ev- (cf. tak-ov-). Moreover it is only the Supraslienis which provides a
reasonably full paradigm; our rules are based on a total of five forms with —cé- (I sg m.,
2x, G pi, L pl, 1 pl), but countered by G pl sicixs in the Zogr. Fragments. In the Izbornik of
1073 sicixs occurs (also an unexpected long form siciixs, see Sreznevskij s.v. sicif), appar-
ently without —cé-forms, while the R. Slavonic Uspenskij Sbornik of about 1200 has only
two —cé- beside five —ci- forms, along with some substantival forms that are unexpected
in terms of our meager. OCS attestation. In short, regular (or regularized?) soft—desinence
forms do occur, and this pronominal stem has further idiosyncrasies. A careful check of
the oldest texts from Rus should be made to determine the full extent of the variation. On
the other hand, for sice thus' (the only form except A pl n sica that occurs in canonical
- OCS outside of Supr), one 14th~c. Bosnian Slavonic text has siko, mislabelled as OCS by
many scholars since Jagi¢ included it in his glossary to the Marianus. Serbian Siavonic
also provides examples of sik-ov-. The sik— ~ sic~ aiternation plus the —c&- forms of
OCS fit the hypothesis that BdC was late and that this stem was levelled in both possible
ways. Yet the total absence of forms like “otscéxs, srbdscéx®® in the face of numerous
attestations of —ci- in all of the oldest manuscripts militates against this solution.
Pronominal forms often have idiosyncracies that are anomalous in a given sy-
stem. For example, in the spoken Slovenian of Ljubljana (casual educated style as well as
dialect), the written genitives takega, vsakega and drugega, from tak 'of this kind', vsak
‘every', and drug'other are pronounced tacga/tasga, wsacga’/wsazga, and druzga. However
the datives takemu, vsakemu, drugemu are pronounced fakmu, wsakmu, drugmu, and
forms like takih, vsakih, drugih show no mutation even before front vowels probably {rom
*& < *ai. Adjectives (e.g. velikega or doigega) show no mutation. Descriptively this is
merely a puzzling fact, but here we fortunately have enough historical and comparative da-
ta to reconstruct a long process whereby (1) ¢/z that legitimately resulted before *ai were
generalized to occur before front vowels of later origin, and then (2) the k/g was restored
in most forms, cf. Ramov§ 1924 289ff.
1 venture to suggest that sics had a special, idiosyncratic history.

124a. Birchbark writ 439 now attests vexo (ca. 1200), while writ 497 (late 1300’s) affirms
voxi N pl m., see A. A. Arcixovskij and V. L. Janin, Novgorodskie gramoty na bereste iz
raskopok 1962-1976 godov (Moscow 1978) 42-3, 90-91.

125. Compare in a 1546 copy of a somewhat older Croatian &akavski text (very likely 2
I5th—c. translation from Latin), the Ljetopis popa Dukljanina, the retention of the usual
Slavonic Zidove 'Jews' beside examples of the newer Zudiji. Both go back to Latin Judaei,
the old form Zid- showing an ancient but puzzling fronting of the vowel (presumably from
some trans-Alpine Romance dialect with *Ziid-), and the newer Zud- betraying a more re-
cent borrowing from focal Romance speech.

126. As a typological parallel, compare the Lithuanian treatment of new nouns with siem-
final or borrowed, usually through Russian, from international sources. For other stems,
the final consonant is regularly interpreted as hard and the stem is assigned to the firsi de-
clension: e.g. tennis > ténisas, radar > radiras, kefir > kefjras. Stem-final or, however,
(especially if ¢ preceeds) is nearly always taken as or’(with palatalized r’) and assigned to
the u-declension: e.g. profesorius, radidtorius (though there are a few exceptions, e.g.
ténoras, prokurdras). Final er is rendered with r’ and usually the first declension (e.g.
férmeris ‘farmer, revolveris, buldozeris) but when the preceding consonant is palatalized
the u-paradigm is selected, e.g. misioniérius, pioniérins.

127. Kortlandt has recently advanced complicated hypotheses involving {aryngeal conso-
nants, or at least a vaguely-defined laryngeal featiire or laryngealized vowels, for Slavic
up to about 300 AD. The same results would be achieved with greatly impreved plausibiii-
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ty if he merely substituted a frankly abstract diacritic to label morphemes as heavy (mostly
formerly laryngeal) vs. light (non-laryngeal), since such devices are needed for contempo-
rary Slavic languages in which no one claims to observe phonetic laryngeal qualities.

128. The picture is not significantly changed if other proposals for the value of the old
three-way contrast are accepted, e.g. no mediae, but plain vs. glottalized vs. aspirated
(t t' th), or even the addition of a fourth unit (such as th, tenuis aspirata). Slavic and
Baltic evidence is irrelevant for the question of the exact make-up of the IE con-
sonantal system.

129. An excellent - though by no means unassailable — summary is to be found in Garde.
{See the Halle-Kiparsky review, Language 57, 150-181.]

130. Baudouin de Courtenay originally maintained that the position of stress played a role
in conditioning the progressive palatalization, but this contention was easily refuted by
subsequent investigators. Intonational features were often mentioned to explain N pl m
*0i (SI *-ai) > i,but L sg *oi > *-¢ but the very isolation of this use of tone to account
for segmental developments made scholars suspicious. One might insist that apophonic
variation in root-vowels was determined by prosodic factors, including the position of
stress, e.g. in such instances as bsr—a-ti but ber-ots, *u-mer-ti but *u-msr-I1-i (OCS um-
réti; umrali), iz—16z+ but iz-laz-i+, or *wert vs. *wart vs. *wirt (in OCS *vréteno, vrat-
i+, vist-&+). 1 find it more likely to assume that as early as Proto-Slavic such alterna-
tions had become fully morphologized (although they were still subject to analogical and
phonetic influences), and descriptively they are to be handled by means of diacritics on
the individual morphemes (cf. Gram. 184-6). The situation at the end of the Common
Slavic period changed radically with the weakening of the jers and the restructuring of
the vowel system. At that point, surely, the position of stress (and possibly other pro-
sodic features) played a decisive role in the qualitative development of vowels in some
diatects, particularly in those underlying Slovenian.

li'il.. In some traditional works on Common Slavic, especially those published in Poland, a
distinction is made between "hard" and “soft" syllabic r, thus krm-but *kfn-. No such dis-
tinction seems to have been observed in a living language, however.

132, Vaillant 1950 25 proposes *k > *&> Balto-Slavic § > Slavic s, a progression dictated
by his basic hypothesis of a relatively unified Balto-Slavic stage. Context-free shifts of §
to s are perfectly possible, and generally accepted for Latvian and Old Prussian. However,
there is usually an outside factor involved, e.g. Finnic influence on Latvian, Low German
on OPr. Rather than invoke some similar adstratum or substratum for Proto-Slavic, I pre-
fer to assume the typologically common divergent development of a palatal stop to a hiss-
ing affricate in some dialects (Pre-Slavic) and a hushing africate in others (Pre-Baitic).

133. If the particle Zde indeed goes back to the neuter *fod plus the anaphoric *jod (Vail-
lant 1950 200), its independence as *dja could be ancient or as *dje more recent.

134. It should be emphasized that the OCS data for these tenses do not agree with the Old
Czech data, which unfortunately are obscured in important ways by the imprecise spelling
systems. Czech scholars generally adhere to the unfortunate tradition that OCz and OCS
morphology was essentialy identical; at least for aorists and imperfects this is clearly in-
correct,

135. OCS neuters like osslgte osele 'ass' show synchronic NA /osslent- 3/, G /osulente/,
and a rule deleting word-final ¢, but they tell us nothing about the original date when such
a ruie became necessary.
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136. The raising of *ato *yis surely to be interpreted as assimilation. This requires that *N
be specified as / + high/ which is fully plausible in view of the fact that in many languages
an indefinite final nasal is ordinarily realized as [p]. We have already assumed that *X'is
/+high/. The rule would then read:

r v -syllabic
+back | » Ehig)']/ - +high

tlong

Since in fact the cases all involve 1E short *o (for no instances of final *an/*am or *as oc-
cur), we could place the process in the earliest period when *o # *az and state it as *o >
*u, i.e. a rounded vowel must be high before a high non-syllabic and word-boundary. It is
highly possible, however, that raising occurred before *N much earlier than before *X and
that separate rules should be formulated: see below.

137. Cf. also -5 from IE syllabic *-m in consonantal stems, e.g. maters < *mdteriN <
*materm.

138. Recall that the ruki-rule had a phonetic stage which changed *sto *X after / u r &,
and a later morphologized stage wherein every *s which was a desinence or part of a desi-
nence became *X (see also note 76 above). The *sin the IE suffix *es ~ *os would not be
affected by either process (for no desinence is involved), so *-os would yield Slavic *-as.
Thus *nebas and *slawas do not meet the structural description of the raising rule formu-
lated in note 136. Loss of final *sis included in the rule deleting all final obstruents, leav-
ing here word-final *-a > OCS -o. -

139. We assume first that final *iN and *uN lost the nasal very early. For a later period,
the general rule is that any front vowel + Nyielded ¢, but a high back vowel apparently re-
sisted nasalization, so the origin of ¢ must be restricted to *2N. The textbook exception s
the infinitive *doti to pres. dom-e- ‘blow' (cf. Pol. dg¢ dmie), but Vaillant 1966 161 is
surely right that this is not a Common Slavic formation; the formula *um > o remains
only a hypothetical possibility, and in any case could not apply before word-boundary.

140. Schematically, the older contrast of Apl in *-4ns to the *-s of Npl and Gsg would
“look about like this:

(1) davsanX : ZenanX (2) Raise > dausyNX : zenyNX
dausaX : ZenaX dausyX :  ZenyX
(3) YA > dausiNX : ZenyNX (4) X-loss > daudiN Zeny -4 zenyN
daudiX : ZenyX daust : Zeny

At this point the type “dausr is replaced by the type *dausiN.

141. Vaillant's statement (19582 48) that —¢& was the denasalized form of -¢ does not fit this
particular case, as the reflexes of sémg show. In general, decnasalized g can remain separate
from the reflexes of either & or e (e.g. in many Slovene dialects), or it can sacrge with é(as
in old Macedonian and in Kajkavski), with e (as in Bulgarian, ¢f. mesobui mjasto), or with
the fronted variant of a as in ESlav or Czech, old sémd like vojaveld]).
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Vaillant’s knowledge of the facts of OCS was unparalleled, but I do not find his
linguistic discussion of ¢& particularly in regard to its relation to a, to be plausible. His
phonetic interpretation of OCS spellings is based on tacit assumptions I find difficult to
reconstruct, apparently because he was striving for parallels with Baltic data which seem
to me unwaranted.

142. The resulting disjunction between the stem nes-ué- (< *-antj-) and the N nes-a is
clearly a complication of the declension. It may in fact have developed precisely when the
old Nom was being relegated to purely adverbial function and the participial —ué- extend-
ed to build a new nesud(s). The data are unfortunately inadequate to verify such a hypo-
thesis.

143. The nominatives kamy 'stone' and plamy 'flame’' imply *-an-X or *an-X, while com-
parative data indicate rather *-on. It is reasonable to assume that the nominative *s of
other types of masculines was added here in Pre-Slavic or Proto-Slavic, thus *kamanX,
*palmanX.

144. The addition of the desinence *-X in *kamdnX *plimanX becomes unnecessary if
we place VR! in the early period when vowels could still be distinctively rounded and
therefore & # 4 VR! is reformulated to state *& > *4:

v
[+round] > [+highl /— N#

Thus N *kamon > *kaman and A Sg *rodom > *rodum (cf. note 136 above), but Asg f
*nogdm remains; later the contrasts are *kamy(N), *rady(N), and *nagaN, which yield
OCS kamy, rods and nogo. If this is so, the desinence of | sg pres at the time must still
have been *9, so that, for example, *mog-6 would become *maga; the final nasal was
added as a morphological innovation, later, possibly close to the historical period, and the
resulting *magaN yielded mogo.

VR? provides the machinery to account for the r-stem nominatives mat/ ‘mother'
and dx$ti'daughter. We need only posit final *-&r(parallel to Gk métér rather than to Skr
in4t3): *matér > *matir > mati. Final *rcan be assumed to be deleted by the same rule
that deletes *X, *s, and *.

Note that neither Vowel-Raising rule affects *-en, so that sémen > *sémeN >
séme.

145. Confrontation of OCS *ist-es- 'kidney, testicle' with Lith. inkstas, and *lyko ‘bast'
with Lith. /inkas suggests that internal *N and *yN also lost *N, but the meager data can
be explained otherwise; cf. Vasmer s.v. isto II, and Vaillant 19582 235, Vasmer s.v. Iyko
and Vaillant 1950 i45.

146 Perhaps no post-consonantal *j yet existed (see below), but in any case it does not
seem necessary to specify / +syllabic/ in the rule.

147. In the absence of a convention expressing the notion unless, I will not attempt to for-
malize this rule.

148. The fact that in prehistoric Czech there was another change of back to front vowels
after palatals must be kept strictly separate from this much older, Proto-Slavic or early
Common Slavie, process. The fact that the glagolitic alphabet must render kraja as kraé
may possibly suggest that a similar process was contemporary to Cyril’s dialect; I am more
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inclined to see such spellings as the result of Cyril’s failure to invent a symbol for iod. Spo-
radic vs and mrs in OCS (excepting the Kiev Sac., cf. note 60) reflect incipient local inno-
vations in east Balkan Slavic dialects.

149. One might invoke masc-neut *-af, with further extension of the analogy to fem dat-
ive. The assumptions that D fem *-Zihad circumflex intonation, but L *-a4i had acute (e.g.
Vaillant 19582 81-2) and thus was opposed to L m *-ai with circumflex, would presum-
ably not stand in the way of this analogy. (incidentally, I take the terms acute and circum-
flex to have morphophonemic value for most of the long period from late Common Slavic
back to Proto-Slavic or Pre-Slavic. They must refer not to phonetic details of surface syl-
lables, but to the POTENTIAL behavior of syllabic morphemes when combined with other
morphemes with specific accentual properties. At some point, acute doubtless meant ‘pro-
minence on the second mora (under specific environmental conditions), while circumflex
denoted 'prominence on the first mora (under specific conditions).

150. In the table on p. 17 , I have written *-ai for DL sg of *awik4 (and also for the NA
dual, where Vaillant 19582 85 is uncertain about the length) because that table was merely
intended to illustrate that all desinences begin with a non-high vowel, without pretending
to list the many controversies about other questions. .

151. It is worth noting that the development of *jto */after labial is typologically unusual.
al. Aside from Slavic dialects, it apparently occurs only in Latvian. More usual is that a
spirant develops, as in French proche < *propso < *propius, rouge < *rubZs < *rubju <
*rubeum, or Greek dialect kardvya/kardvZa for kardvia ‘boats' or kupxs for kupii ‘oars'
(Newton 1972b 170, 156). Palatalized labials also may develop strong spirant offglides that

can become independent segments, as in Pol. dial. psasek, bzaly for piasek 'sand’, bialy
‘white'.

152. The very old alternation of *uand *w remained active in the diphthong *ou, resulting
in Slavic pre-vocalic /aw/ alternating with /au/ before consonant or word-boundary.
Many morphemes, however, developed underlying /aw/. Before iod, the diphthong evol-
ved to *7, as in the possessive adj. *volujp < *wal-au-j-aX(cf. vols 'ox’) or the verbal for-
mant *au followed by the present suffix *j, e.g. milujo'l pity' < *mil-au-j-anN (but inf.
milovati < —au-a-tei). The glide *w, however, remained before iod, and [/ could develop:
lovip' 1 hunt' (law-/), iakov]s ‘Jakob’s' (from the borrowed /idkaw-/).

153. Vaillant 1950 66-7 needlessly posits initial gemination of all obstruents, c.g. *ftj,
4'ildq', *ssj, *ppj, thus apparently assuming expansion from two segments to three, then fu-
sion of the last two. Observed languages make it more plausible that *jassimilated conson-
fmtality, and then in later steps became more or less like the preceding consonant — or else
fnduced changes in that consonant. The question of how Proto-Slavic *kt (or *tk) evolved
into a sequence that produces dialect reflexes identical with those of *t (e.g. *naktiX >

OCS aosts, Cz noc, R no¢, SC noé night'; *0t-ke > OCS aste ‘if", Meillet 95) will not be
pursued here.

154. Note that West Slavic - at least if we generalize from Old Czech - also had *3&/ *%3
resulting from *sk/*zg by KAI: L sg dsscé, *mé#jé to *drska board' and *mézga ‘sap’
(cf. Vaillant 1950 50~1). East and South Slavic had *$¢/*#3 from both *sk/ *2g by Ki and
*stj/*zdj, but the reflexes of *sk/*zg by KAI did not develop $/Z A full account of the
history of Slavic consonantism must deal with all of these facts.

155. Let me again note that I have assumed throughout this study that the feature /distri-
buted/ was nondistinctive for the dialects and periods under consideration, cf. note §0.
However, in view of the fact that this feature is indispensable in describine Palish. with its
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history and dialectology, it may well have been a vital factor at the time western
Proto-Slavic or early Common Slavic dialects began to diverge significantly from their
eastern and southern congeners. This is an important question that remains to be investiga-
ted.

East and South Slavic must have had for some time an independent /5/ resulting
from *x by KAl, although its functional load was small. Contrasts of the type si vs $ivs $i
seem quite certain, e.g. in N pl m iskusi (iskusz) vs. *dusi (duxs) vs. Dl sg'f dusi (dusa).
This unit somehow developed in the pronouns *$p and *vess (cf. pp. 36f. above), but its
independence was insufficient to require a special symbol in the new alphabets. For WS1,
however, the reflex of *xai was *$§& This leaves only Old Czech masc-neut forms with
front-vowel desinences (like seho, semu) that require motivation. Is one to posit /$/ here,
or admit some late interaction of alternate stem—forms to explain this pronoun?

At any rate, the *s/*z preceding a fronted *k/*g of any origin became /-ante-
rior/ *$/Zin WSI and remained so, while in the East and South they remained / + ante-
rior/ in *sk/*zg during the KAl process. That Balkan Slavic *s¢/*z7 became *sc/*z3 is
reasonably clear, but the East Slavic developments are obscure. Early Rusian manu-
scripts ordinarily adhere to the doublet OCS spellings scé/sté, but examples with ské (e.
g. Zensské 1073) occur with such purposeful regularity in some manuscripts that we
must recognize that the scribes did not consider the letters "t* or "¢' to be appropriate
here. Such spellings perhaps indicate that KAI did not apply if the velar was preced-*
ed by a fricative, but it is more likely that they denote a local *sk pronunciation (or
*$k7) which in turn represents a recent dissimilation from older $& as Saxmatov
suggested. In any case, resistance to KAl-based alternations in declensions was strong
from very early, and we do not possess unambiguous evidence of how the process
worked in different areas of Rus. Doubtless there was dialect variation. - Examples of
N pl m *sk-aiX are rare, and overwhelmingly spelled sci/sti. In the earliest mss. there is
a unique but highly significant exception, gréseni¢eski 1073. Examples in 12th-s. mss
raise problems that cannot be dealt with here.

156. Mod. Pol. L sg w Polszcze is the sole residue of a series of examples indicating that
Polish originally did go at least partially with Czech.

157. The movements of groups from one area of Slavdom to another in the historical pe-
riod surely led to the loss of a number of idiosyncratic local dialects, and it is probable
that prehistoric shifts of population (along with numerous other sociolingustic factors)
countered various divergent developments in statu nascendi. We need more detailed stud-
ies of surviving contemporary mixed and transitional dialects to help establish typolog-
ies. An instructive case is the dialect of Dlha Luka in eastern Slovakia, where the Slovak
elements have been significantly altered under the influence of neighboring Ukrainian dia-
lects and the speech of Polish immigrants. There ¢/3 reflect the relatively modern palatali-
zation of dentals before front vowels (3eci < déti) as well as the usual WS1 reflexes of
*ti/*dj (cugzi, cf. OCS *s$¢uZis 'alien', R duZoj), and Common Slavic reflexes of BdC (e.g.
ofca < oveca, ocec 'father) and KAl (po ruce) but with complications introduced by loans
from various sources and by the presence of §/Z(probably / + distributed/) along with s/z
and $/Z See Buffa’s monograph.

158. My speculations in this study have been based squarely on the assumption that
changes like &k > s or $ necessarily entail intermediate stages (or at least one stage)
with affricates, for this restriction is required by all the evidence I know from any lan-
guage that has come to my attention. Yet the theoretical possibility of a direct shift from
stop to fricative, say éto X or §, is implicit in the framework. Should reliable documentat-
ion of such a change in any observed language become available, of course the Slav-
ic data must again be examined in this new light.
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INDEX

In alphabetical order, 5 follows 7 and s follows u. Slavic forms are OCS, or presumable

OCS, unless otherwise labelled.

-a NSL pres. act. part. desinence: 46

a< 0:44

*J remains after BAC *k/*g: 23; n. 60

*3, *4(j), verbal suffix: 23; n. 71

adjustment of vowels, see vowel adjust-
ment

agne: n. 60

agnici (Sreznevskij): n. 30

*ai: 19, 22, 50; n. 40, 41

*.ai, D sg desinence: n. 149

Aitzetmiiller, Rudolf: n. 49

Alamosa, Colo.: n. 103

*.am, A sg f desinence: 47

Andersen, Henning: n. 5, 101

*.ans, 1E A pl f desinence: 45

Arcxovskij, A. A.: n. 124a

Archangel Gospel of 1092: n. 3, 105

*_3s, IE G sg f, N pl f desinence: 45

Assem. = codex Assemanianus, OCS

aste: n. 153

*au: n. 17

avikd, Skr.: 16

*avorsce, *avorsniks: 29

*a > *y, see vowel raising

baba-jaga R: 35

backing of vowels, see vowel adjustment

Baudouin de Courtenay, Jan: 13; n. 130

BdC = progressive palatalization, ,.Bau-
douin’s palatalization”: 13ff.

beleg, belezan, belezan Mac.: n. 102

Berneker, Erich: n. 52

Bg. = Bulgarnan

Bidwell, Charles: 30; n. 91, 94

Bielfeldt, Hans Holm: n. 43, 44

Birnbaum, Henrik: n. 21, 23

bliscaj+ / bliskaj+ / blistaj+ : 24

blizika: 20

Bloomfield, Leonard: 7

brach Cz.: n. 52

brgu Mac.: n. 102

Brugmann, Karl: n. 29

brusnica, brusnika R: 20

Budde, E. F.: n. 49

Buffa, Ferdinand: n. 157

* Bukoviks, * Bukovecs, *Bukoveniks: n.
90

Bulgaro-Macedonian = eastern South
Slavic

Burjagi R toponym: 32

¢, secondary, in Slovene: n. 124

céna: n. 16

césafp, cpsars: n. 47

ceta: n. 105

Channon, Robert: 14; n. 16, 29

Chao, Yen Ren: n. 13

Chomsky, Noam: 6

Cloz = codex Clozianus, OCS

comparative suffix: 55

consonants, loss of final: 44

Curicum: 30

Cz. = Czech

&by secondary palatalization in Slovene:
n 10

Cass: 22, 49

dasa: 54, 55

Srémiga 'pot’: 21; n. 89

éronbceb, Crbnica; 17

éren-: 43

&g < ti/djin SC: n. 10

Dal’, Vladimir: 31
Dani¢ié, Djuro: n. 110
daZdic SC: n. 30
dictionaries: n. 49
Diels, Paul: 9, 53



diga 'raise’ Mac.: n. 38
diphthongs: 50

distinctive features: 8, 54; n. 1, 5, 78, 80

distributed: n. 80, 155

*dj: 51

dolar Cz.: n. 106

*Dudlébi: n. 97

Durnovo, Nikolaj: 59; n. 117
Demské: 31

*dpscé L sg, WSI: n. 154
dssti: n. 144

dveigys Lith.: 19

dvigno+: 24

*dvizs, SC dvizak, dvize: 19; n. 38
dvizaj+:n. 14

*e < *3 after palatals, see fronting
*ei: 19, 50

*ei > *1: 8, 20; n. 67

Ekblom, Richard: n. 29

Enina Apostol: n. 3

epenthetic }: 18, 51, 52; n. 151

*eu: 27, 50; n. 17

Euch = Euchologium Sinaiticum
Exarch, Ioann: see Hexameron
eZevika R: n. 91

-6 NSL G sg f, NA pl f: 46

é< *& < *ai:28

é > a after palatals: 22, 53 ff.; n. 60
-¢ Gsg f, NA pl f: 45

Ferrell, James: n. 105

fljaga, fljazka R: 31

Foka, Focé Focin: n. 89
Fraenkel, Ernst: n. 109

fronting of vowels: 20, 22; n. 60

gabigs Goth.: 34

galeiks Goth.: 19

Garde, Paul: n. 129

Gardiki, Gr. toponym: 29; n. 10
gardiki Gr.: n. 57, 87

generative phonology: 7, 14; n. 12, 13
geonssks: n. 16

glagolitic alphabet: n. 46, 14
glék, glek R: n. 48

Gleb R name: n. 97

Gluskina, Sofija: n. 99

gobs3s: 34

godé byti- n. 113

gorfpks: 20

Gorodec: 29

gosts: 45

gostijems/ gostefems: n. 75
Goth. = Gothic

Gr. = Greek

grads, grady: 20

Gradac, Gradec, Gratz, Graz: 29
Gram. = Lunt, OCS Grammar®
*greb/*grib: 24

94

grésenica: 16, 23

grésenicé: 23

grésenici N pl m or D sg f: n. 62
gréseniks: 23

&réSenicsski N pl m, 1073: n. 155
grésens: 23

gréxp: 23

groks: 21; n. 47

Groen, B. M.: n. 102

Grudzigdz P toponym: n. 109
grlsks OR: 21, 48

gvozdics, *gvozdiics: n. 30

Halle, Morris: 6, 8,14; n. 12, 13, 129
Hexameron: n. 3, 49
Hryc’, Hryhoryj Ukr. : n. 30

-i N pl m: n. 16, 59, 130
* < *aiS: 28

*I < *ei: n. 67

-ica: 16; n. 59

IE = Indo-European
-iga: n. 43

igo = *jsgo: 20, 28

-1k dim.: n. 31

-ika: 20, 31; n. 44, 45, 91
-iks: 17

imperative: 23, 46, 55; n. 16, 59, 64
iod, see *j

ispusti +/*ispuséaj+: 52
*isto *istes- : n. 145
Istrin, Vasilij M. : n. 89
Izbornik of 1073 : n. 3
iznice- pres. : n. 49
Izora, R hydronym: 29
-5 < IE syllabic -m : n. 137
-pka: 21

-sko, -sks: 21; n. 49

*i: 36, 49, 50, 51; n. 6, 12, 46, 146
j-palatalization: 52; n. 153
J-prothesis, initial *j: n. 60
Jacobsson, Gunnar: n. 9, 24, 45
Jjad-’eat’: n. 60
Jagié, Vatroslav: n. 104, 124
Jakobson, Roman: 6, 8, 15, 20, 25; n. 100
Janin, V. L. : n. 124a
Jjausa Mac. : n. 122
Jarigs *sack’: 21
Jazja Ukr.: 22, 35
Jeliks: 18
Jezowa, Maria: 20; n. L1, 27, 29, 43, 68,
7t

Jeza: 22, 32, 35
Jezens 1073: 32
*jiga, iga, see igo
Jokl, Norbert: n. 90

KAI = second regressive palatalization:
13, 14, 22, 23, 27, 29, 33, 36, 38, 39, 50;

n. 8, 10. 16, 41, 63, 71, 92, 154, 155



*Kamensniks, *Kamenscs: n. 90
kamenics: n. 30

Kamnica, Kamenica, Kamenika: n. 91
kamy: n. 143

katitsa Finn.: 30

ke- R dial., for initial cé-: 31

K1 = first regressive palatalization: 13,
22, 26, 28, 30, 37, 38, 48; n. 6, 8, 21, 63,

81,92
Kiparsky, Paul: n. 129
Kiparsky, Valentin: n. 54, 107, 109
kity: n. 16
kladenec Bg.: 33
kladeZbns, kladgzens: 32
kladezp: 32, 33
klvcase: 24
kli¢p, klikno + /klicaj+ : n. 69
klubnika R: 20
kn-: see also k»n-
Knego, knegovanje SC dial.: n. 104
knéz, knézsky Cz.: 32
kngzu Voc.: n. 20
knizpky: 21
kogpueue Mac. dial.: n. 102
Kolbjagi, R toponym: 33
Kolesov, V. V.: n. 104
koliks: 18
koledec R, kolodjaz’ GR
korabics, *korabljics: 16
Kortlandt, F. H. H.: n. 127
koryto R: n. 97
kosic SC: n. 30
Kostolac, Serbian toponym: n. 96
kotec R, *kotscs: 29
kovriga, kovrigs ’biscuit’: 21
kovsceZbchb: n. 25
krai, *kraji, *krajs: 20
kraja G sg: 49
kraljic SC: n. 30
Krepca inscription: n. 61
kriés, *kri¢é+ > krica-: n. 69
Krk: 30
kremi+: 43
kremljeniks: 17; n. 26
*kt:n. S

kucija, Gr. kukkia, R, Ukr. kutja: 28; n.
89

Kugera, Henry: n. 78
Kul'bakin, St. M.: 53
konegynji: 15

kwnezp: 15, 22, 33, 37
kbnjigy: 21

*k/*¢ TE: 13, 25,43;: n. 2, 132

lax: n. |

leik Goth.: 19

Lencek, Rado: n. 71

Leskien, August: 9, 43, 53 n. 61
lezati: 22, 49

*Léssnica, -ik»: 29

Léstvica: n. 3

lek + bend’: 24

Iga ESI.: 35

lice: 18, 38; n. 34

Liezniche: 29

nghtner Theodore: 13;.n. 13, 17
lik *shape’, post-OCS: 19 n. 34
liks ’chorus’: n. 35

Ibgvks: 15, 21, 27

Isgota: n, 100, 119

Isgynji: 15

Is2aje, IsZii: n. 119

Ibzé: 34

*ip3a: 27, 34

ljubimiks, ljubljeniks: 17
Logatec: 30; n. 94

Longaticum: 30

low (distinctive feature): 44; n. 60, 78
Lutesa, BR hydronym: 29
Lucino, Luka, Lukins: n. 89
*lyko: n. 145

Mac. = Macedonian

majka Bg. dial.: n. 75

malsésko: 21

Mar = codex Marianus, OCS

Mares, Frantiek: 27; n. 17, 21, 46, 61, 70,
79, 106

markedness: 9

maters A sg: n. 137

mati:n. 144

*mecbka "bear’: 21

Meillet, Antoine: 14, 17, 18; n. 30, 77, 79,
153

mésgca: 13

mésece: 22

*mézZ3é L sg, WSL.: n. 154

mig R: n. 69

Mikkola, Jooseppi: n. 28, 98

Miklosich, Franz: n. 3, 30, 49, 76, 104

mihati, mizéti OCz.: n. 68

megnovenie: 24

*msrk: 25

mbZanie: 24

mlscati: 28

mogyla OR: n. 97

mojeje Gsg f:n. 75

molgol, molzol Mac.: n. 102

monophthongization: 19, 22, 28, 47; n. 97

*moseg3sb: 33, 37

mosigdz P: 33

mosjaznyj Ukr.: n. 108

mozZzaase: 22

mocenica: 16

moceniks: 16, 17

mrsca(f)+: n. 69

-mrstvici (Sreznevskij): n. 30

-m»p | pl. desinence: 45

nacen+/nadinaj+: 24
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nagorlif Mac. dial.: n. 120 *ou: n. 152

Nahtigal, Rajko: n. 8 oveca: 13, 16,49; n. 24
naliceje: 19 ovsce Voc.: 49
namrscaj+ : 24 oveco A sg: 23, 28
narek + /narica(j)+ : 23; n. 14 ovieéa N sg f adj.: 49
nasals, word-final: 45, 47; n. 139 oZika: 20
nasmisanie 1073, cf. -smisaj+: 35
navycaj+ : 24 pads | sg aor.: 45
navykaj+ 1073: n. 66 palic P dial.: n. 30
nebo: 45 Papini: 7
nelga, ne Iga ESL.: 35; n. 118 pastussci pl.: n. 49
neséase: 22 pecalp: 22
Newton, Brian: n. 16, 82, 151 pek+ ‘cook’: 23
nosts: n. 153 péneg3s: 22, 23, 37
HospH Mac. dial.: n. 38 péngzy A pl, Mar: n. 20
nozicé A pl, OR: n. 30 Peters, Bernhard: n. 44
nozik R: n. 30, 31 péti: 48
Houe Mac. dial.: n. 102 phonologization of ¢& 27, 49
NSI. = North (i.e. West + East) Slavic phonologization of BAC *k*g: 28
phonologization of *$ and *x: 49

0> a:44:n.78 phonologization of *X: 26
*#6, IE 1 sg pres. desinence: n. 144 pilasts: 7; n. 12
obga R, see obza pilatovs: 7
obli¢sje: 19 pistals: 22
obli¢i + /oblicaj+ : 19 plamy.: n. 143
oblik post-OCS: 19 pbesati: 25, 43
obodje: 19 *prieno: 43
obrazy: n. 105 *pnxati. 25, 43
Obrebska-Jabtonska, Antonina: n. 49 ~ pocka R: n. 50
obza, obdza WSL. dial.; R obZa, obga: n. Pogodin Psalter: n. 89, 104

51 pogrébaj + /pogribaj+: 24
OCS = 0Old Church Slavonic: 9; n. 3 pojete: 48
ocete: n. 7, 16 polga ESL.: 35
OCz. = Old Czech polbza, see pol3a
*.oi, IE N pl m desinence: n. 59, 130 polszbns: 32
*.0is, IE > *aiX > -i- 17, n. 14 polbzevati, polpzevati: 35
*-om, IE A sg desinence: n. 144 *polsziti, *polsZiti: 34
*-om, IE | sg desinence: 45; n. 65, 76 polsZenie: n. 114
*-ons, *-6ns IE A pl m: 45 polsza: 15,31, 32, 34; n. 111
*-ont, 1E 3 pl aor desinence: n. 65 Polszcze P: 33; n. 156
*-onts, *-ons, *-ons IE pres. act. part. de- pomizaj+: 24

sinence: 45 pomozi: 30
OP = 0Old Polish posmisaj+:n. 71
OR = 0Old Russian“: see Rusian postrigaj+ /postrizaj+: 24
*-0s, IE: 45 potréba: n.112
osble osblete: n. 135 pri-:n. 42
Ostromir Gospel, 1056: n. 64, 105 prikosno + /prikasaj+: n. 42
Osvéti + /*osvéséaj+: 52 prilik, prilika post-OCS:19
oték, otik R dial: n. 49 prisgga: n. 55
*otbcé? G sy: n. 61 Pritsak, Omeljan: n. 107
otsch, otecems: 15, 23, 51; n. 14 prituce-/prityCe- pres.: n. 49
otecb: 28, 51; n. 14 prorocica, proroks: 16
otsce: 27 *puéteka, OR poséeka, Cz. pecka: 21

otpe Voc.: 49, 51:n. 14, 21
oteda G sg adj.: 27, 51

*otoks ?, *oteky 7. 15 R = Russian )
otroca: 49 raising, see vowel raising
otroci: 47, 51 Ramovs, Fran

otroka G sg: 49 Raton Pass, Colo.: n. 103
otvléks: 18 razdeg + /razdiza(j)+: 23

96



razliée: 19

Reiter, Norbert: n. 82
rek + : reci recéte: 23
*retg3n, R retjaz’: 33
réka: 13, 18, 19
rounding: n 17, 78, 144
Rom. = Romance
roc¢oka 'jar’: 21
ruki-rule: 25, 43; n. 71, 73, 75, 138
Rusian: n. 32

rybica: n. 25

*s IE plural-marker: 17 (note 4); 47

*S = IE desinential *s, later *X > §/x:
22,23,27;n. 22, 30

Sabinikcha: 29

Sadnik-Aitzetmiiller: n. 49, 112

Saussure, Ferdinand de: 6

Sav = Savvina Kniga, OCS

Savignac, David: 37

Savnica, topciiym: n. 93

SC = Serbo-Croatian

scati §¢im Sln., *sbcati: 25, n. 72

Schindler, Jochem: n. 37, 39

SEEJ = Slavic and East European Jour-
nal

selikb: 18

Serbo-Slovenian = western South Slavic;
SC + Slovenian

Serdica (Sofia): 29

ser'ga R: n. 107

sédéti: 22

séme: 46; n. 141

Shevelov, George: 31,32;n. 3, 10, 17, 19,
23, 27, 30, 34, 41, 47, 49, 54, 57, 61, 75,
77, 94, 96, 97, 104, 109

sicb: n. 124

se: 36

*spcatf: 25, 43; n. 72

serebreniks: 18

skacvks post-OCS: n. 49

ské OR: n. 155

*skilling-, sklezb, svklezp: 33

Skok, Petar: n. 97

*skoljpka: 21

Stawski, Franciszek: n. 55, 98, 119, 121

Slovmik (jaz. stsl.) (Kurz): 34; n. 3, 1i4

slovo: 45

smerek, smereka Ukr.: n. 70

sméjoty smpjati:n. 71 .

-smisaj+:35.n.7

smrk, smrka, smreka, smrécCpje: n. 70

smyc¢sks post-OCS: n. 49

Solin < Salona: n. 96, 97

sorocka OR: 21

SPE = The Sound Pattern of English: 6

sracica, OR sracka: 21

Sracin-, Srakin-"Saracen’: n. 89

Sreznevskij, 1zmail Ivanovic: n. 3, 30, 49,
76

7 H. G. Lunt

Srédbce (Sofia): 29

sradbce: 16

SSI. = South Slavic

stach Cz.: n. 52

starbch: 16

starica: 16, 18

starik R: 18; n. 13]

stega, R dial.; stezja: 31
Stender-Petersen, Adolf: 33
stez’ka, stezica, stezka R: 30
Stieber, ZdzisWaw: n. 10, 91
steglezs OR: n. 105

stojati: 22

Stojkov, Stojko: n. 82
strésti ‘tonsure’: 24

strigol, strize Mac.: n. 102
strugol struZze Mac.: n. 102
Supr = codex Suprasliensis, OCS
solics: 19

snZagaj+ vs. —Ziz-: 24
svirélp: 22

synharmonic syllables: 25; n. 75
synb: 45

szelag P: n. 106

*§:36; n. 155

§ < *sjor *xj: 52

§&R:n 72

seljag R: n. 106

s¢plegn OR: 33; n. 106

tp: 36

takp:n. 124

Tarsatica: 30

Tauriana: n. 97

te¢aase: 22

tek + 'run’: 25

telscs: 16

telica: 16

tense (versus lax): n. 1

tetradocka R: 21

-tegno+, -tgzaj+: 36

teZokn: 20

Thelin, Nils: n. 53

Thurneysen, Rudolf: n. 34

*17: 52, n. 5, 45

tlscati, *tulk/ *telk: 24

tolar Cz.: n. 106

toliks: 18

Tovrljan: n. 97

trébé: 34

*tréba: n. 112

trije/troje: 48; n. 75

*trize: 19; n. 36

Trsat: 30

Trubacev, Igor’: n. 44, 99, 121

Trubetzkoy, Nik. S.: 15, 53, 54, 55; n. 13,
46

ro for cand & n. 9]

*a: 50; n. 17, 86, 97,

97



uceniks, udenica: 16, 17

Ukr. = Ukrainian
umiraj+/umsr+: 24

Undol’skij Frag.: n. 3

*usergzn, *usorgzn: 33

Uspenskij Sbornik: n. 124

*d: 28

5 > 5 after palatal: 20

-5 < IE *-0s, *-om: 44

-bk- > -pk- after velar: 21; n. 53, 54

Vaillant, André: 18, 19, 21, 34, 45, 54; n.
3, 8, 18, 20, 24, 36, 37, 41, 49, 52, 60,
67, 71, 76, 79, 86, 111,114, 132, 133,
139, 141, 145, 149, 150, 153, 154

vainikas Lith.>16; n. 24

Van Campen, Joseph: n. 17

Van Wijk, Nikolaas: 36, 53; n. 16, 124

Van’k’a R dial.: n. 75

Varbot, Z. Z.: n. 51

varjaZesks OR: 32; n. 102

Vasilice, Vasiliés: n. 89

Vasmer, Max: 19, 29, 30, 31, 32; n. 6, 24,
35, 36, 48, 50, 88, 90, 96, 97, 100, 105,
107, 108, 117, 121, 145

Veléeva, Borjana: 47; n. 148

velsbpZdZi: n. 5

veliks: 18

Vendina, T. L.: 20; n. 43

venok R: n. 49

veriga: 21

vesti: 8

vezets: 8

vezty Ukr.: 8

vénbce: 16

Vidoeski, BoZo: n. 102, 120

Viking: 32

visas Lith.: 36

vitéz, vitézny, vitéziti 0Cz.: 32

*vitgzb: 32, 37

vijaz' R: 32

*yurx + 'thresh’: n. 76

vesh: 36; n. 7

*ypx-"all’ OR: 37: n. 124a

vladycica: 16

viadyka: 16, 21

viegol, vleze Mac.: n. 102

viegosa OR: n. 102

vocative: 16; n. 14, 20

voiced, voiceless: n. 1

voicesd consonants: 13; n. 5, 120

*valufs: n. 152

98

Vondrak, Vaclav: 53

Vostokov, A. X.: n. 104

vowel adjustment: 23, 25, 28, 48; n. 75

vowle3| raising: 22, 23, 28, 44, 45; n. 22, 58,
6

vowel system: 15, 42; n. 17

*vrésti (ghost-form): n. 76

-vycaj+, navycaj+: 36; n. 66

vozdvizaj+: 24

*wdring-: 32

wicigzny, wicigzyé OPol.: 32

wik: 32

WSI. = West Slavic

wszystek P: 35

Wukasch, Charles: n. 23, 63

*x not subject to BdC: n. 7

*X: 25, 38, 48; n. 15, 73, 74, 76, 77, 85,
138, 144

xvalixoms (aorist): 36

-y G sg f, NA pl f: 23, 45
-y/-i, I pl desinence: 46; n. 59
*.g > *after palatal: 20, 22

zajece: 22

zemljanika R: n. 91

zgi R: 31

zima: 20

zjaték R dial.: n. 49

zlatica, zlatiks: 18; n. 33

zlatiks, zlateniks: n. 33

Zogr = codex Zographensis, OCS

zricalo: n. 69

zvézda: n. 38, 120

zvytjaha, zvytjaZyty, zvytjaZzny Ukr.: 32

zwycigzny, zwycigzyé P: 32

3, secondary, in Mac. sua, sura, supxa,
SBH3e, sBEp, SBOH: n. 38

sss3qa: n. 38

3 < *zj: 52

Zaba: 22

* Zabbnica, -ikn: 29

Zde: n. 133

Zeg +/Zpg+ burn’: 23
Zelezdo Mac. dial.: n. 120
Zenbské 1073: n. 155

Zenixs: 36

Zidove: n. 125

Zudiji SC dial.: n. 125
un3ax’wall’ Mac. dial.: n. 120
uB’a3nd, yysdsna Bg. dial.: n. 120



Horace Lunt: THE PROGRESSIVE PALATALIZATION

OF COMMON SLAVIC

ERRATA
page is should be
8, line 11 v'esti’i v'est’i
15, line 12 K ¢
line 21 e 1
17, Table 1. The three sets of forms should be labelled singular, dual,
and plural
17, Table I, Instrumental *sirdikaS *sirdikaS
plural:
22, line 3 from bottom nesease *neséase
24, line 5 can assumed can be assumed
27, lines 27-8 his-sing hushing
28, line | and and is
line 4 miléati milcatr
- miscéati mibcati
line 28 *o *§
32,line 8 form from
33, line 3 from bottom Polish. Polish.108
34, lines 35-6 re-ach reach
lines 36-7 so-me some
47, line 15 *atrakéX. *atrakéXy.
49, 1. 7 from bottom, col 5 *awikai *awikai
53,line 7 Novogorod Nevgorod
54, line 13 0OSsC 0oCs
57,n.2,line 2 e/ *> *&/5E>
n.3 sour-ce source
58,line 6 Itis Itis
59, line 6 svéka). svéca.
n. 12, line 2 from end —ys— -y§-
n. 13, line 2 same too same time too
61,n. 22, line 4 *.an *aN
66, n. 49, line 3 JabWonska Jablonska
67,n. 58, line 3 m sg m A sg
n. 59, line 5 p. p- 17
68, n. 61, line 16 distinguist distinguish
n. 61, line 3 from end OSC OCS
73, n. 82, line 20 tsj) tsj
74, n. 88, line 2 centrury century
75,n.91, line 1 spelings spellings
76, n. 96, line 2 place-name place-names
77, n. 98, line 2 SWawski Stawski
79, n. 110, line | cannon canon
79,n. 111, line 3 I’elimination I'élimination
82,n. 131, line 2 krm-but *krn- *hard"kgm- but
° ¢ 'soft’ *kfn-
83, n. 136, 1. 2 after formu- = #
la
83,n. 138, line 5 Thus Thus
84, line 5 unwaranted unwarranted
85, n. 151, line 2 al.
n. 152, last line (law-/) (/law-/)
87, line 4 Changes Changes in
90, line 7 SWowian Stowian
line 20 1975 1974
93, s.v. Channon 29 27

In the index a number of words are two or three places out of strict
alphabetical order. Readers are asked to take this into account in
using the index.



