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PREFACE

Sumething like two hundred million souls use Russian as their
maternal, their official, or their auxiliary tongue. The last group
contains many of the fifty million speakers of the other Slavonic
languages. The westward frontier of their influence stands, at the
time this is written, where it did in the tenth century of our era, on a
line descending from Mecklenburg to Trieste. Ten centuries ago the
eastern limit scarcely advanced beyond the Dnicper; it now reaches to
the frozen waters of the Sea of Okhotsk, so as to include within the
Russian domain half of Asia, with immense resources as yet scarcely
tapped. This is the centre of gravity of the land masses of the globe as
much as London is the midpoint of the world's land and water con-
nections. Few countries are so unlike in their situation and strength as
Britain and Russia, but they are complementary and have much to do
with each other.

To the demand for a knowledge of Russian Britain makes a gravely
inadequate  response, implying a misdirected language policy in
cducation. From time to time there are large movements of students
who wish to learn the language, but they retreat baffled by its remote-
ness and its difficulty. Those who pursue the study to the end are
generally those who have had previous training in the rigours of
language-work when acquiring French or German or the Classical
tongues. These languages must often, in any case, be used by students
in pursuit of data concerning the Slavonic peoples, so that there is a
natural order of precedence for their acquirement. Russian is related
to English, but at a distance due to four or more millennia of separa-
tion. Greek is relatively familiar to English scholars, and by the age of
its documents and the archaic nature of the language it is fitted to lead
up to the study of Russian, and to furnish the links needed to connect
the oldest Russian words with our own. We have, for this reason,
given Greek parallels as often as may be.

Our object is to offer a rationale of the Russian tongue. We do not
simply describe it after the fashion of conversation-grammars, but we
account for its present form by the process of development from what
was the speech of our own remotest ancestors. The first chapter
endeavours to assemble what may be known or conjectured con-
cerning the speakers of the oldest Slavonic. They were not the only
ancestors of modern Slavs, since their tongue has spread to many
nations who, even within historic times, spoke other languages. We
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then endeavour to give a shadowy outline of the history of the un-
recorded developments between about 2000 B.c. and A.p. 1000. All the
ingredients were shaken together in that period, and the pattern of the
language transformed. It is possible to offer a description of the
common Slavonic tongue, from which Russian has arisen at the
beginning of our millennium; a description the more certain since it
is, in most particulars, the same as the description of extant literary
documents written in Old Bulgarian. A form of this Old Bulgarian,
with Russian modifications, served as the literary language of Russia
until the middle of the eighteenth century, and it is still lodged in
literary Russian as Latin is lodged in literary English. The chapter on
Common Slavonic and Old Bulgarian is one of descriptive grammar.
That which follows, on Russian, is designed chiefly to distinguish
states of the language at different periods, and to trace the gradual
evolution of literary Russian until, in the work of Puskin, it reached
complete cultural maturity, d

The chapters on West and South Slavonic languages are more briefly
sketched. They are intended to show parallel and divergent develop-
ments of the same Slavonic speech, and to serve to illustrate by likeness
or contrast the development of Russian. But these languages have
their own intrinsic interest, though no one of them has, like Russian,
become international. They are vehicles of highly developed cultures.
If Russia can boast in modern times three great novelists and one great
poet, Poland and Bohemia have a longer history of achievement. Poland
surpasses other Slavs in the amount and grandeur of its poetry; Czech
thinkers have had profound influence on religion, education and poli-
tics. The folk-poetry of the Serbs is consummately heroic and tender.

This book has been written under great stress, and cannot but show
many faults. The war has absorbed the services of almost all the small
band of competent students of Slavonic. One author has been wholly
engulfed in public business, and the other partly, during the composi-
tion of the work, which has been elaborated too often in hotel bed-
rooms or railway carriages. Long neglect has left our libraries, despite
the gallant efforts of their librarians, deficient in Slavonic works. Not
infrequently we have been unable to consult essential works, and have
had to rely on our own discretion. Apart from the excellent miniatures
contributed by Sir Ellis Minns and Professor Jopson to the Encyclo-
peedia Britannica, this is the first attempt to give in English an account
of the Slavonic language-group. It is the first in any language to make
the attempt along lines mainly historical and cultural rather than
analytical. It will have the defects of first attempts; but, we hope, also
some of the virtues,

We would close this preface by giving our sincere thanks to friends
who have aided our task with counsel and help.
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Chapter 1
THE SLAVS

1. The first Slavonic homeland. To say where those who first spoke
Slavonic were at home is beyond knowledge, but not beyond con-
jecture, A common element in several theories is that the original site
must have been where yew and ivy were natives, since the names for
these trees (R. #ix pljufd) are native, and where the beech was a
stranger, since its name is a Germanic loanword in all these languages
(R. buk, cf. Germ. Buche ON. beehiskdgr ‘beechwood', and derivative
R. biikva 'letter’). Now, the beech-tree does not flourish east of a line
drawn through Kanigsberg®-Lomia-Siedlce-Lublin-Bukovina, and
yew and ivy extend as far east as the line Osel Island-Courland-
Kaunas-Vilna-Kamenec Podolsk-Kifinev. Russia is entirely excluded
from this reckoning, and so (though less decisively) is the valley
of the Vistula. Within the two lines several emplacements are
possible.

If we give weight to Piolemy's statement that the Baltic was called
the Slavonic Gulf because Slavs lay all along its shores (koréyxe 8 Ty
Zappariav Bvn piyiota of T Olevibm op® dhov mov OleveSndv xéhmov),
and add that the retention of the original name for “sea’ (R. mdre)
implies that the sea was never lost to sight, we may conclude
that the first home was on the shores of the Baltic, between Kénigs-
herg and Riga. The Baltic peoples retain the word for ‘sea’ only
in the Riga region, and it means rather ‘lake’; the new name was
L. jures. The Balts, however, cannot have suffered much displace-
ment since the earliest times, and we must suppose that the Slavs
extended no further than the middle course of the Niemen and
Western Dwvina, with the Lithuanians (Lsfefuvd °Ripuarians', cf.
Lat. fitus “shore’ 1E. *lei- ‘flow’) on the upper courses. The special
attraction of this theory is that it accounts satisfactorily for the
long association which must have been experienced by the two
language-groups, and for the fact that the Slavs were not drawn
down the Dniester river-road to the Black Sea and /Egean at a
much earlicr date. Its disadvantage is that it has no vestige of
support from archaology. River-names are often a criterion of
ancient residence, and there are no Slavonic river-names in this
region. On the other hand, there is none anywhere except the
Berezina (R. beréza 'birch’) and the Desna (OB. desmi="right’). The
Oder, Bug, Vistula, Dnieper, etc., have names of non-Slavonic origin.

* Now Kaliningrad.
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If the evidence of river-names were pressed too hard it would leave
the Slavs no original foothold in the world!

Another emplacement satisfying the botanical conditions would be
in Eastern Poland. Some, interpreting the conditions very strictly,
place the primitive Slavs in Polesie, centring on the Pripet Marshes, a
terrible region of frozen or soggy bogland where nothing but a
primitive life of hunting and fishing would have been possible. Such a
location would account for the long isolation of the Slavs, but not for
their characteristic culture or even their physical increase. There
would be strong temptation to descend the Dniener water-road at all
costs. Others extend the original home westward as far as the Vistula,
and even with more hesitation as far as the Oder, so as to provide at
least a foothald on solid ground. This corresponds, at least, to the
first location recorded by a historian, namely Tacitus, It would be
less easy to account for the silence of Greek writers, and, in fact,
Niederle supposes that the Slavs were not wholly unknown. He
identifies as Slavs the Newri of Herodotus (whom Sachmatov identifies
as Western Finns), and possibly also the Budini and Ploughman-
Seyths. On these points the evidence is far from clear. Herodotus
mentions the Newri as recent arrivals, who had driven the Budini
eastward. They act in concert with the Anthropophugi (‘Cannibals’,
Mordvinians; Iranian mard ‘man’ kkvar ‘devour') and Melanchleni
(Ceremisses, who wear dark cloaks), who are certainly Eastern Finns.
Hence the presumption that the Newri were Western Finns. Herodotus
notes that their language is unlike that of the Iranian Scyths, but he
makes no note on the language of the Newd, whom we are thus
tempted to consider as linguistically akin to Indo-European, that is,
as Slavs. We get no help from his description of their customs, of
which the chief was shape-shifting, a form of wizardry as familiar to
Finns and Lapps as to Slavs; nor can we identify the land plagued by
serpents from which the Newri descended one generation hefore
Darius.*

The first Slavs practised a forest-agricultural culture in village-
communities. Strictly archaological evidence is of a date much too
late to throw much light on the conditions of 2000- 1000 B.C., and the
linguistic inferences are hased on what has been preserved and what
lost of the common Indo-European store. The Slavs were not sea-
farers, though they may have had the sea in sight. They lost the
original word for ‘ship’, and reduced their requirements to dug-out
canoes (R. odnoderévka Gk. povéEudov). At the opening of history the
boats in use among the Slavs were called ®oldija OB. aldiji ladiji
R. lodjd, *&lni (R. ¢éln ‘canoe’) and OB. korablf (a loanword,

* We have to rthank Professor Drummond, University of Manchester, for
verifying the botanical details,
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Gk. ropdpov). There are no Slavonic words implying political,
military or religious organizations more elaborate than the village
unit. The words for ‘prince’, ‘king', ‘emperor’ (R. kwjad kordl
¢arf) are all loanwords of comparatively recent date, and only the
South Slavs appear to have known a loose confederacy of village-
communities (5. fipa ‘county, district, parish’, fipdn ‘licutenant
of the county’, fupdmija ‘district, county'). There was no word
for 'priest’, but a considerable number for *wizard’, including one
of the terms for ‘doctor” (R. vraf). Complex ritual begat high-
sounding compounds in Sanskrit and Greek. Slavonic was almost
devoid of such words, though they were readily remade when
Christianity brought a lexicon of concepts expressed by Greek
compounds (R. Begorddica Beordwos, licemér ‘hypocrite’). Personal
names, however, were compounded (Vladimir, Svjatopdlk, etc.),
except in familiar forms,

On the other hand, the village-community was a rounded whole. It
was a "village’ (P. wied R. dial. ves OB. visf, cf. Lat. vicus Gk. olxos)
otherwise regarded it was a mir, i.c, ‘village-community’ *world’
‘peace’, and it was a "settlement’ (R. seld P. siedlisko, cf. Lat. sedere
‘sit’), since the shifting system of primitive agriculture required
ever-renewed settlements. The earliest extant form, as still used in the
Drawehn, by the lower Elbe, was that of a ring round a cleared space.
It was only at a later date that communications developed, roads ran
through the villages, and they began to take the form of a ribbon. The
site was no doubt a clearing made in a forest, in which the oak was
the principal object, and was revered as the seat of the god of thunder
(R. Periin, L. Perkiinas, cf. Lat. guercus). Other trees were the birch,
yew, ivy, lime, aspen, ash, etc. Among animals the bear was of special
consequence. Its name was taboo, and it was alluded to as the "honey-
eater’ (R. medvéd), partly through fear perhaps, and partly as a rival
in the search for honey (R. méd) in the woods, from which was made
hydromel or *‘mead’ (R. méd Gk. pifu). The wolf (R. volk Gk. Ainas)
may have been a tribal-totem, since it appears as an ¢lement in names.
The boar (R. veps), stag (R. olén), beaver (R. bobr), mouse (R. my¥),
duck (R. sitka) and goose (R. guf) were familiar, though the last two may
not have been domesticated. Among domestic animals were the sheep
and the cow (R. oved kordva and govjddina “beef’ cf. Lat. bos Gk. pois).
The word rur (Lat. tawrus ‘bull’) means ‘aurochs’, and has been
displaced by vol; similarly koni “horse’ kobyla ‘mare’ and sobdka "dog’
have displaced older names doubtless known to the primitive Slavs
(L. afvd ‘mare’ Skr. apva- ‘horse’, L. fud ‘dog’ Gk. xixowv). Terms for
hunting and fishing are relatively late and few, and it seems that the
villagers supported themselves principally by agriculture, like the
modern Lithuanians. The name for ‘grain’ (R. zerné cf. Lat. granum
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Eng. corn) is ancient. Though the specific names of cereals do not go
back to the Indo-European period (R. pfenica ‘wheat' rof’ "rye’ ovés
‘oats’ jaéméi ‘barley’ prdso ‘millet’), they are Panslavonic, and prove
the intensity of the culture. The principal utensil was the hand-plough
(OB. ralo ‘plough’ P. radlica ‘ploughshare’, cf. Gk. &porpov Lat.
aratrum), which the horse helped to pull (L. arklys ‘horse' drklas
‘wooden plough'); the plough with wheel and coulter (R. plug Germ.
Pflug) came later from abroad. In addition to the word R. méd “honey,
mead’ already quoted, the word for ‘hee’ (R. pleld JOR. bicela,
L. bitis bite) proves that apiculture ascends with the Slavs to a primi-
tive date.

Archzological data in the Slavonic field derive mostly from the
first centuries of the Christian Era, and do not serve to confirm or
refute inferences from language made concerning a much earlier time.
They are worth mentioning because the first historical account gives a
quite different picturc. According to Tacitus the Slavs of the first
century led a nomad life of rapine between the foothills of the Car-
pathian range and the confines of the Finns (Venethi . . . quidquid inter
Peucinos Fennosque silvarum ac montium erigitur latrociniis pererrant).
On the other hand, he describes the Lithuanians (Aestii), no longer in
contact with the Slavs, as remarkable for their agricultural lahours
(frumenta ceeterosque fructus patientius quam pro solita Germanorum
inertia laborant). The vocabulary above cited is evidence that the
Slavs were also ardent agriculturists, and their agitated condition in
the first century A.D. must be put to the account of the Germanic
invaders; the Goths had then recently arrived from Sweden and were
pressing up the Vistula, and one or two centuries earlier the Bastarne
must have thrust their way through Slavonic territory to reach the
Carpathians and Black Sea. When the Slavs, and in particular the
Russians, later appear as colonizers, it is by no means as hunters or
nomads, but as land-hungry agriculturists following behind a line of
foresters secking for fur and honey. Their unit is the village-com-
munity, and the whole process corresponds to a way of life older than
the German aggressions.

2. Slavonic and Indo-European. The science of language, like other
sciences, is confined by its data. One may make inferences concerning
geography, history, culture, etc.; but such inferences are not confirmed
until supported by evidence proper to those studies, nor is it necessary
for linguistic purposes that they should be confirmed. Archzology is
silent concerning the primitive habitat of the Slavs, and has still less
to say about the habitat of those who, possibly four thousand years
ago, spoke a united Indo-Furopean language. Arguments have been
constructed in favour of places as diverse as the Baltic area, Central
Europe, South Russia, and Central Asia. For our purposes, however,
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a simple diagram giving relative positions will suffice (Tokharian
being omitted as notably displaced):—

N

The diagram shows that Baltic and Slavonic languages form the
north-western branch of the eastern (satem) branch of the Indo-
European languages, in association with Indo-Iranian, Armenian and
Albanian, but also in immediate contact with the most easterly of the
western (cemtum) hranch, viz. Germanic. With Greek, Latin and
Celtic the relations are remote; but Greek, because of the great age of
its literature and its marked conservatism in some respects, is particu-
larly helpful in determining the historical meaning of certain Slavonic
features. Omitting these remoter contacts and expressing immediate
ones in more detail (though not necessarily in contemporary detail)
we reach a distribution as follows:—

Germanic: Old Swedish Baltic: Latvian

Gothic Lithuanian
SLAVONIC | Old Prussian
Iranian: Scythian (Ossetic)

Illyrian: Thracian?: Sarmatian
Venetic? Phrygian Medic and Persian
{(Albanian ) Armenian Indian: Sanskrit®

* For the Indo-European family of languages see pp. 3-17 of R. Priebach and
W. Collinson, The German Language ( London: Faber and Faber, 1934); A. Meil-
let, Imtroduction d ["étude comparative des longues indo-européennes (Paris, 1924)
W. Schmide, Die Sprachfamilien und Sprachenkreise der Erden (Heidelberg,
1926), pp. 42-43: A. Meillet and M. Cohen, Les longues du monde (Paris, 1924);
K. Brugmann snd B, Delbriick, Abregde de graommire comparée des langues
indo-eurapdenmes (trsl. A. Meillet and R. Gauthior, Paris, 1gos). A. Carnoy,
arguing on behalf of South RHussia, gives the evidence in exceptionally agreeahle
form (let indo-européens: prihisteire des langues, des moenrs e der eroyances
I'"Ewrope, Brussels-Paris, 1g21).
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1t would seem that the terminations of the dative and instrumental
plural and dual of nouns had not been precisely defined in the late
Indo-European period. Apart from the interference of pronouns with
the o- and a-declensions, the remaining evidence does not suffice o
reconstitute the forms proper to these cases, and merely reveals
clements more cumbrous and more independent than are used
elsewhere in the paradigm. Two tendencies are perceived. There is a
northern usage in -m- shared by the Germanic and Balto-Slavonic
groups (OB. vlkomii L. vilkams Goth. wulfam OHG. wolfum <-umiz,
-amiz ‘to the wolves'), and a southern usage in -bk- (Skr. agva-bhyam,
-bhyas, -bhis, Arm. gailov ‘to the wolves’, Lat. ovibus dudbus, Homeric
Gk. vaip, Gaulish Namausikabo, Irish rigaib=Lat. regibus). The
clement -bh- appears in OB. tebé=Lat. tibi, and the Gk. -g is a
postposition used in all numbers [cf. L. -p(1): dieviep ‘by God']; -m-
occurs in the Lithuanian and Slavonic instr. sg. (L. sinumi R. sfnom).
Taken in sum, these vacillations are evidence of a certain degree of
contact between Balto-Slavonic and Germanic before the separation of
the Indo-European languages into the two main (cenfum/satem)
groups. After this time there must have been a long separation of
Germanic and Slavonic, since it is only with the beginning of our era,
as the loanwords show, that German contacts again become important.

The Veneti were an [llyrian stock. The earliest recorded name of
the Slavs is Fenethi (OdeviBen), and it 1s still applied by the Finns to
Russians (vemdldinen). It is not a self-adopted name, but clearly
German (Wenden, Windische Héhe in Austria, ON. Vindland=
‘Pomerania’, etc.). One possibility is that the Slavs may have moved
into an area formerly held by the Veneti, and so received their name.
Another suggestion is that the word derives from Celt. ®wvindos
‘white'(?), which appears in place-names, and that the Germans
borrowed it from the Celts. The fairness of the Slavs was noted by
classical authors, The East Slavs first appear in history as a confedera-
tion of tribes under the name Antes (6th cent.). It has been explained
as the plural of *4s or *Os (cf. Ptolemy’s “Oaoi, "Ogudel and the
modern Ossetes of Caucasia); it may have been borrowed from
Scythian neighbours.

The casc for contact between the Slavs and the ancestors of the
Armenians is perhaps stronger. F. C. Conybeare remarks (Encye.
Brit., 11th ed., ii, p. 572): “Armenjan appears to be half-way dialect
between the Aryan branch and Slave-Lettic’. Comparison is made
particularly difficult by the drastic changes that have affected Armen-
ian sounds, forms and words, and by the refashioning of its vocabu-
lary under Persian influence. Its history is not well known. There is
nothing against the ancient account of this people as descended from
the Phrygians who immigrated from Thrace.
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The eastern Indo-European languages are united in a sound-shift
which must have occurred towards the end of the period of common
development.

1E. 'ﬂ-mmm 100" OB. site L. fimtas Skr. gata Av. satom/
Gk. txorvév Lat. centum OIr. cet Germ. hund ;
1E. *defemt ‘10" CS\. deseti L. defimtis Skr. daga Arm. tasn/
Gk. Bixa Lat. decem Olr. deich Eng. ten.
In the first group of languages, known as the satem-group, the pa];t:l
gutturals of Indo-European have become sibilants, though they
remain as gutturals in the second, or cemtum-, group. The effect of
these changes is very marked, and was associated with other changes
which tend to emphasize the mutual resemblance of the eastern
languages. For instance the 1E. *&® also palatalizes in the East but is
otherwise developed in the West, in
1E. ®*k=etwor- '4' OB. fetyre Skr. catur Arm. £'ors/Gk. vérrapes
Lat. guattuor Olr. cethir OWelsh petguar.

Between Slavonic and the Indo-Iranian languages, within the
eastern group, there is a special relation due to their sharing in the
¢ u r k rule (sect. 31). The common method of representing languages
by family-trees tends to give a wrong impression of their development.
It shows them joined in some common origin, but otherwise quite
isolated from each other. That is not how languages have developed in
historic ages. The Romance languages remained liable to common
movements long after they had begun to separate, and when they were
fully developed they still shared some common trends and linked up
through frontier dialects. In the remotest prehistory groups may have
been smaller in relation to the vast earth, and so have tended to
greater aloofness; but this tendency may have been balanced by the
greater mobility of nomad hunters. The Turko-Tatar tribes of Central
Asia cover great distances in their migrations. We should rather
suppose the separation of the Indo-European peoples to be like the
stretching of elastic. Their contact would be increasingly tenuous, but
would hold until the break came, when they would fly apart with a
great interval. So long as the contact was maintained, however thinly,
an impulse to change felt in one centre might communicate itself to
the others.

The case is that  w r k cause 1E. 5 to become Skr. § Iranian §
Sl. eh[x]/¥. One account supposes that these sounds are not histori-
cally related, but arose separately in each language-area. If there was
only one change involved, and it had a simple phonetic explanation,
as in the change rs >rf in L. virfis “top® mar fis “forgetful’, one might
suppose the resemblances to be fortuitous. But the sounds i u r k have
almost no common features, and the § ¥ r & rule must be the result of
three or four different sound-shifts brought together in one grand
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result. Such coincidence over so wide an area must, we think, be due
to contact. What is common is the development of 5 as far as the
‘lingual’ or ‘cerebral’ § (the s of horse when the r is sounded) which
survives in Sanskrit. Now the history of Spanish sounds shows that
this 5, though it can be maintained for centuries, is nevertheless an
unstable sound, with a tendency either to develop into the palatal
sibilant # (the 5 of sure) or to relapse into the normal dorso-alveolar s
(the s of sore); the same history shows that § may be pronounced
further back in the mouth until it becomes the velar fricative [y] Sp. j
SL. ch. These later developments belong to the separate histories of
Iranian and Slavonic, but the movement us far as 5 is common to
Slavonic and Indo-Iranian,

This argument is not weakened by the fact that the Ashkun Kafirs,
who lie between Iran and India, have in these cases i§ us ry ks. Their
language is little known and its history is not known at all. The group
us may be due to a relapse, and 1§ shows, if anything, that the palatal §
developed from g first under the influence of the palatal vowel.

A common feature of syntax is the postposition of a weak demon-
strative: *jos/is to serve almost as a definite article. CSI, *dobra-jego
otica L. géro-jo té've ‘of the good father' resembles Avestic stdram
yam Tiftrim ‘the star Sirius'. The parallel, however, is not entirely
convincing. In modern East Armenian the article is suffixed, and there
13 a considerable use of other pronominal suffixes, as in Common
Slavonic (e.g. R. drei ‘today’, with the demonstrative suffix -s ‘this’).

There are also some remarkable coincidences of vocabulary between
Iranians and Slavs. There is a group of words meaning ‘corn’ ‘rich’
‘distributor’ which spring from the same root in Skr. bhagas *distri-
butor’ bhagavant ‘honourable’ Phrygian Zeus Bagaios R. bogdtyj
‘rich’ wbogij ‘poor’ P. zboze ‘corn’ Ruth. shife ‘corn’ WR. zbdde
‘bread’ Cz. zbofi 'wares’. In Sanskrit and in Phrygian we see the
naturul use of these terms as applied to the deities who distribute
well-being to their worshippers, but it is only in Iranian and Slavonic
(OPers. baga- R. bog ‘god’) that the word has ousted the original term
for the supreme deity (Zeus, L. diévas). Those who do not recognize
in this semantic change any proof of interchange of ideas are none
the less ready to admit as evidence of contact the following parallels:

R. topor ‘axe’ sochd *plough’ sobika ‘dog" kur ‘cock’ 5. vitra
‘tire’, Pers, tabar, Skr. pdkhd Pers. fakh ‘bough’ (L. faké ‘bough’
Goth. hoha “plough’), Medic spaka (recorded by Herodotus),
Pers. khoriis, Pers. dtash Skr. athari Ossetic art.
T'hese words seem to define the oldest stratum of culture borrowings
in Slavonic. ~

That the East Iranians made a long halt in South Russia seems to be

indicated by the presence of the word ddnu ‘water' in the names &f
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the great rivers: Danubius Danastris Danapris Tanais. The Ossetic
{Seythian) equivalent is don, which has prevailed in one instance. The
Finnish languages show a number of examples of indebtedness to
their southern neighbours in words which are not shared by the Slavs.
One explanation of the movements reported by Herodutus as occurring
in the hinterland of Scythia is that the Finnish peoples may have been
pressing southward, and tending to cut the Dnieper line of communi-
cation between Slavs and Iranians. The loanwords mentioned are
found in two series, according to Sachmatov, The older series is of
such an archaic complexion as to be best explained by parallels from
Sanskrit, before lranian languages took their special complexion.
Examples of this series are

Finnish sisar ‘sister’ Mordvinian sasor/Skr. svaser Pers.

khihar,
Mordvinian azore ‘lord" Zyrjenian nzyr ozer “rich’/Skr. asura
‘demon’ Av. ahura-;

Mordvinian vergas ‘wolf’/ Skr. vrkas Pers. gurg.
The other series is much later, and is definitely Scythian {Dmnc].

Mordvinian loman ‘'man’/Ossetic livkdn “friend”;

Mordvinian efdeks ‘oath’ Permian jord/Ossetic ﬂm‘ drd.

The evidence for the contact between Balts and Slavs must be
given later. It is so intimate as to belong to the evolution of Slavonic
proper. Some scholars have assumed the existence of a Balto-Slavenic
language, but this theory has been strongly disputed by Meillet.
However, in the same proportion as one admits the argument against
their original identity of speech, one must admit that for a protracted
symbiosis. The extraordinarily close parallelism of Baltic and Slavonic
sounds, words and syntax, if not due 1o a common original tongue,
implies long and intimate interchange and communication. When
these languages differ it is usually because the Baltic group preserves
the original Indo-European matter, while Slavonic innovates. Where
and when this community of life ok place, we cannot know for
certain. If Herodotus be considered to have known nothing of the
Slavs in the fifth century of our era, it may have been because they
were then lying beside the Balts in the Baltic area. There may have
been periods of contact followed by others of separation. These
would allow for the separate development of Slavonic features, as well
as the common development of the Balto-Slavonic characteristics. In
the days of Tacitus Balts and Slavs were separated, and nothing seemed
to have associated them in his mind. On the -other hand, contact had
been recovered before the first Russian chronicles were written.

3. The Centre of Diffusion (15t-5th centuries A.D.). Tacitus describes
the Slavs as living by pillage in the region between the Germanic
Peucini, on the Carpathian foothills, and the desolate territories of the
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Finns. The Peucini were the rearguard of the Bastarnm, who had
thrust through Slavonic lands to reach the Black Sea. In the first
century the Goths, immigrants from Sweden, were on the lower
Vistula, and pressing hard on the Slavs. In the second century the
Goths had occupied the upper Vistula valley, and were in touch with
the Finns to the east of the Slavs. This location accounts for L. gidas
*White Russian’. In the third century the Goths occupied South
Russia with a strong kingdom which effectively barred the path of the
Slavs to the south. A relic of their rule was the small body of Crimean
Goths (R. gdty) who continued to use that language until the sixteenth
century. The Goths were overwhelmed by the Huns in 376, but were
merged into the Hunnish kingdom, forming a still more potent bar to
Slavonic migration. Consequently, no mass movements were possible
until the Hunnish kingdom disintegrated on the death of Attila (453).

These five centuries were a period of agitation and compression.
The Slavs were held within the quadrilateral of the Narew, Vistula,
Carpathian foothills and middle Dnieper, subject to constant Ger-
manic movements across the dry ground, and with the Pripet wastes
for most of their patrimony. As they were populous (much more so
than the Goths, for instance), it would seem that they were com-
pressed like a spring, especially after they had lost the Vistula valley.
Once the pressure was relaxed by the dissolution of the Hunnish
empire, they expanded violently to the west, south and east, and they
found in all directions chiefly empty land.

The superiority of the German tribes in war and some domestic
arts led to a considerable number of loans to the Common Slavonic
language. Military terms are R. kmjed ‘prince’ (Germ. kumingaz
Finnish kumingas ‘king'), vitjaz "hero' (tribe of Witings?, ON. Viking?),
ljddi ‘people’ (cf. Germ. Leute), Cud 'Estonians’ (Goth. pjuda
‘peaple, heathen'), meé “sword’ (Goth. méki), flem “helmet’ ( <*chelm-),
polk ‘troop, regiment’ (cf. Eng. folk). As to housing, the Slavonic
house was a miserable half-buried hovel without heat. The Germans
led them to add a room with stove (Frankish stuba OB. istdba R. izbd
*hut’) in addition to the cold rvom (séni pl. “vestibule', cf. sed ‘shade,
shelter’). The word might also be used for the room where steam baths
were taken, though for this the Gk. Lat. banea R. bdmja was more
precisely apt. Other household words were R. kidchnja ‘kitchen’
(OHG. kuchina Lat. coguina), P. komora ‘room, larder’, Slov. hifa
‘house’, P. buda ‘hooth’. To agriculture the Germans probably
contributed the wheeled plough with coulter (R. plug), the words
ving ‘wine' and vinogrdd ‘vine', and skot ‘cattle’ (Germ. *shattaz).
They added to Slavonic some names for utensils (as R. bljido *dish’
Goth. biups, P. misa R. miska "tureen’ Goth. mes Lat. mensa), bread
(chleb), the rudiments of exchange (OB. cgta “coin’ Goth *kinta,
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OB. skile(d)=l shlesi frilega Goth. *skillings, OB. pénegii pénedzi
Germ. pfenning) and the first Christian terms (R. eérkod ‘church’).
The number ‘1000’ (P. fysigc) seems to have been borrowed at this
time.

It will be noted that these words imply only a humble level of
civilization, except when due to an ultimate Roman source, and that
they suggest the Slavonic culture had suffered a decline. Tacitus
describes the Balts (Aestii; the name was later borrowed by the
Estonians for the name of their country Eests) as enjoying a relatively
Aourishing agricultural civilization, raised above the German level. It
is some confirmation of this difference of level that the Finns, borrow-
ing at this time new words for their own rising standards, take them
(when not from German) from Lithuanian, not from Slavoniec,
Examples are: Finn. paimen ‘shepherd’ ofnas ‘ram’ heind “hay’ tarka
‘yard, fold' seind ‘wall' silta ‘bridge’ ratas ‘wheel’ lafva ‘ship’ taivas
‘heaven, sky’ heimo “tribe’ perkele *devil’, etc. The words are important
because half a millennium older than the oldest Lithuanian records.
Taivas paimen L. diévas ‘God’ piemud show an older stage of the
vocalism (ai >ie); heind L. fénas R. séno is proof of the former
existence of a neuter in Lithuanian (since there is no final -5 in this
Finnish word, as in mase, tafvas). The existence of a Baltic neuter
is attested by Old Prussian. Slavonic loans to Finnish (risti ‘cross’
pappi “priest’ pukana ‘pagan’) were delayed until after the advent of
Christianity.*®

Towards the end of the period the Slavs emerge under their national
names. The term Wend is not native, but is in universal use among the
Germans, and was communicated by them to the Romans, and to the
Finns (vendldinen ‘Russian’). The most general word was Slovéme
(pl. of a sg. -ém-imd). Its etymology is doubtful: R. sldve ‘word’
(*kleu-, Gk. xios 'fame’ Avestic srave ‘word’ Skr. gravas ‘glory’) or
R. sldva ‘glory' are both possible. In the latter case the Slavs would be
self-styled ‘the glorious'. In the former case they would be ‘those who
speak’, as against the ‘dumb’ R. némcy ‘Germans’ (nemdj ‘dumb’). A
further consideration supporting this view is that the only discrimina-
tion known to the Slavs was R. jazyk ‘tongue’, the term used to denote
the various tribes of Russian Slavs in the Kiev chronicle. The Slovéne,
who appear in Byzantine chronicles from the sixth century, are
evidently Yugoslavs. They arc allied with the Antes or Ante who
later retired to Russia, and were evidently East Slavs. Other forms of
the word give the modern Slovenes of Slovenia, the Slovaks, and the
Slovinces (Wendish Slovenes) of Lake Leba in Pomerania.

* See Meillet and Cohen, Les langues du monde (Paris, 1924, p. 177); A. Brilckner,
‘Slavisch-Litauisch’, p. 3& Ihe H:j"w:-nlm-g der indogermanischen Sprachen, ii, 3
(Strassburg, 1917).
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The word Serb is also wide-spread, and has no certain explanation,
There are the Srbi of the Balkans, and the Lusatian or Wendish
Serbs or Sorabs. Mention of Serb(I)ioi in Russia in the tenth century
may have been due to a mistake, and so also the Spored of Procopius in
the sixth century (Bosporei?). Niederle claimed as Slavonic the Lugii
of castern Germany, by virtue of R. lug ‘meadow’ (=P. fug ‘lye’
fugowisko “marsh’/not P. lqg ‘marsh, moor'), but this scems very
questionable. The name of the Russians (Ruf) is most probably
connected with Finn. Ruotsi ‘Swede', and is an example of a name due
to foreign political organization. So also is the name of the Bulgars.
The Poles (P. Polak/R. Ljach L. Leikas Magyar Lengyel OS5, Ledanin
T. Lehistan ‘Poland’) derive their name from (R.) pole “‘field" or from
some topographical word (ef. R. dial. ldda ‘fallow’). Most of the
names of Russian tribes in the tenth century were of this nature:
Poljane from pdle ‘field, plain’, Drevljane from déreve *wood', Séverjane
from séver ‘north’. The Ijatidi and Radimi&i are explained as
patronymics (Vjatka Radim). 'The Russian Bufane are evidently
the dwellers on the Bug, as the Havolune are dwellers on the Hawel
{(cf. Germ. Helvecones). The Czechs (Cechy) have been connected
with deta ‘group’. The Croats (Hrvati} were found upon the Carpa-
thians as well as in the Balkans in the tenth century. The name has
heen connected with a Germanic form of the name of that range.

What is characteristic of all these names is their lack of political and
military implications. There are no truly national entities, no leagues,
few patronymics. Under such conditions it is not at all improbable
that the Slavs may have been partly implicated in the movements of
other nations before their own mass movements of the sixth century.
In Germany their tribes sometimes inherited German names, as
Slezy Varnovi Havolane Rojane (Rugii). The German Silingi left
their name and land to the Slavonic *Siledsi (whence P. S!a_::i], from
which comes MHG. Schlesien ‘Silesia’. These mutual interchanges
seem to indicate a period of joint tenancy between Germans and some
groups of Slavs. The same seems indicated by the German-Slavonic
parallelism of place- and river-names (e.g. Elbe/Labe). No doubt also
Attila’s empire included some Slav subjects, which may explain why
the ambassador Priscus was offered a drink of uiBos (R. méd "'mead’) in
Lower Hungary in 448. Inferences drawn from place-names in
Hungary and the Balkans are open to objection, and are rejected by
some authorities. Thus the old name of Lake Balaton was Pelso (Pliny
and after), which might be due to Sl. pleso Cz. pleso "mere, tarn’
R. pléso ‘river-reach’. The T'isza was also called Potisus, and Sl. po-
is used of places adjoining rivers (cf. Polabian ‘beside the Elbe').
The ancient Dierna or Zerma corresponds to the modern Cerna,
though folk-etymology may have been at work. There are also other
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apparently Slavonic place-names quoted before the fifth century. But
all these may have had another explanation.

4. The Slavonic Migrations (Gth-10th centuries). Withdrawal in the
West and South. It was from Germany east of the Elbe that the
principal German migrations set out. The Goths left for Russia in the
third century. At the beginning of the fifth century the Vandals,
Silingi, Alans and Suevi headed for Spain, and somewhat later the
Burgundians moved across Germany to the Rhine and Rhéne. The
Lombards were also easterners. In consequence of these movements
the whole region was depopulated. Little is known of the consequent
Slavonic movement, save that it had reached the Elbe in the sixth
century. Their Serbian name is preserved in that of Zerbst, south-east
of Magdeburg. The method of advance may well have been infiltration,
and the evidence already noted for the symbiosis of Slavs and Germans
may have its explanation in the conditions of the immigration. In 8os
Charlemagne attempted to stabilize the German-Slav frontier by his
limes sorabicus, which was later continued to the Baltic at Kiel as the
limes Saxoniee (808). The frontier ran from Regensburg on the
Danube to Bamberg on the Main, and thence through Erfurt to the
Elbe near Magdeburg; keeping west of the Elbe to include the
Draswehn, the line crossed the river not far from Hamburg and ended
at Kiel. In front of the frontier were outlying Slavs at Fulda.

Behind the Elbe frontier, the Western Slavs seem to have been
divided linguistically into two dialects by a line roughly from Frank-
furt-on-Oder to Magdeburg. There were no great politically conscious
masses, but only a number of tribes and clans. They are best repre-
sented by documents in the northern half. The principal bodies seem
to have been the Dravanians beyond the Elbe. of which the last
survivor reached the eighteenth century. His language was noted, and
has importance in Slavonic philology as the matter of August Schlei-
cher's study (Grammatik der polabischen Sprache, 1871), one of the
basic texts of the discipline. The name Polab is something of a mis-
nomer, since the historic site of that tribe was on the other side of the
Elbe. The proper name should be Dravanian (P. Drzewianie). It this
region, also known as Wendland, there are the townships of Liichow
and Wustrow (P. Lukdww Ostrdw). Between the Elbe and the Island of
Riigen were a mass of tribes generically called Obodritic. The
colonization of Riigen was especially thorough. The Slavs inherited
the German name (Rojame) and maintained an important oracle at
Arcona. The creation of this religious centre and of another at a place
called Rethra was the utmost effort of centralization by the Western
Slavs in the early Middle Ages. Between Riigen and Stettin were the
tribes grouped as Veletians, and between Oder and Vistula were the
Pomeranians (P. pomorze ‘maritime country'). Of the Pomeranian
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Slavs there have survived to our times two groups, the Wendish
Slovenes of Lake Leba (about 200-250 souls) and the Cassubians
(Kaszuby) on the west side of the Vistula estuary. The southern tribes
have a large number of divisions, with names such as Lugylane, Serbiite,
Sarabes, Miléane, Slezane. 1o the region of Berlin were the Havolane,
and near them the Spreviane on the Spree.

These immigrants have had an important effect on German nomen-
clature in the district between Elbe and Oder. Names in -itz, -2a and
-wind(en) are reminders of former Slavonic inhabitants. Leipzig was
once Lipsk (lipa ‘lime-tree’) and Dresden was * DreZdane, ‘the people
of the *dresga=marshy woods’. Such parallels as Wroclaw, Breslau
Babimost, Bomst, Chojnice/Konitz show how the Slavonic name has
undergone purely German developments, and has not been borrowed
and left invariable, like a wholly strange term.

The German reaction began in the ninth century, but was excep-
tionally strong between the twelfth and fifteenth centuries. It took the
form of a war of extermination upon a religious pretext (ut paganismus
Sclavorum destrueretur). 'The means of subjugation were fortress-
cities, such as Hamburg, Dresden, Frankfurt and Konigsberg. This
last was in the territory of the Borussians (Old Prussians), since the
German drive in Pomerania passed right through the Slavs to attack
the Baltic peoples. King Boleslaw the Brave (992-1025) began to
constitute a state capable of resisting these aggressions in Poland, but
the enemy was not decisively halted until the Teutonic Knights
suffered a crushing defeat at Griinwald-Tannenberg in 1410.

In consequence of this Germanic reaction the Slavs found them-
selves back almost at their starting line in the Vistula valley, except
for the outlying Lusatian Wends of Cottbus and Bautzen ( Kholebuz
Budyfin) in the upper valley of the Spree, the Cassubians and Wendish
Slovenes (P. Stowintey) hard against the Polish border, and the so-called
Polabs, who lost their language in the early eighteenth century.

Poland suffered a heavy defeat at Licgnitz by the Tatars, but they
were able to recover sooner than the Muscovites and gradually gained
a wide dominion in White Russia and the Ukraine. This, however, did
not affect the language, since the Polish Government was polyglot.
White Russian became a chancery language, not a literary tongue. Of
more importance was the difference of cult. The Roman and Orthodox
churches used Latin and Church Slavonic for their respective liturgies,
and the latter was also the literary language of Russia. Orthodox
subjects of the Polish kings were attracted towards the eastern power
by the common language of their devotions. On this side the linguistic
frontier scems to have been stable since the thirteenth century,

The Czechs and Slovaks penetrated into the valleys of northern
tributaries of the Danube as a result of the dissolution of Attila's



THE SLAVS k)

empire on his death (453). In Bohemia proper they found a natural
geographic division, lying as it does in the quadrilateral of the
Bohemian Forest, Erzgebirge, Sudetes, and Moravian highlands,
The Moravians lie in three sides of a rhombus open to the Danube,
but the Slovaks have no natural frontiers to the south. At first,
however, the Slavs lay thinly over the whole space of ‘Great Moravia',
and connected through Slovaks south of the Danube with the Slovenes,
while there were Slavs akin to the Bulgar Slavs in Hungary. These
connections were snapped by the irruption of the Magyars into the
plain of the Tisza under their leader Arpdd (8g5-9o6), and the crea-
tion of Austria after Otto I's victory at Lechfeld (955). Vienna was
reached by the German colonists about 1140, and after that a solid
mass of Germans and Magyars cut off the Czechoslovaks from the
South Slavs. Moreover they occupied the lowlands into which the
Czechoslovak valleys led, and pressed upon their neighbours by the
easiest way of entry. The Czechs and Moravians thus fell within the
Austrian pressure-area, and the Slovaks within the Hungarian system.
All regional differences were accentuated, and perhaps nowhere in the
Slavonic world are there still so many tribal differences.

The Slavs were further constricted by the policy of their own kings.
Some of the Premyslids, notably Ottakar II (1253-78), wishing to
gain an urban and artisan population despite the reluctance of the
Slavs to live in towns, introduced German colonies within the Czech
quadrilateral. In this way Reichenberg (Liberec), Trautenau (Trut-
nov), Glatz (Kladsko), Teplitz (Teplice), Briixx (Most), Carlsbad
(Karlovy Vary) and Eger (Cheb) became German. A resction in
favour of Czech language and nationality began in the fourteenth
century and reached its height in the fifteenth. The language was then
given official status beyond its narrower frontiers: Opava (1431),
Té&in (1434), Moravia (1480), Bohemia itself (1495). The Hussite
reform and the ensuing religious wars gave a further outlet for
national self-expression; but it was overwhelmed in 1620 by the defeat
on the White Mountain. The victorious Austrians proceeded to stamp
out not only the Protestant religion but also the Czech language, and
in 17go the patriotic Pelcl expected that one more century would see
the extirpation of Czech identity. How that identity was re-established,
largely through an athletic movement (the Sokols), which also stimu-
lated art, music and the vernacular tongue, is a romance of our own
time. The Slovaks, though linguistically close to the Czechs and
Moravians, stood largely outside their political development.

5. The advance of the South Slavs took place along two lines: the
ancestors of the modern Yugoslavs (Slovenes, Croats, Serbs) crossed
the Danube plain and descended along the spine of Illyria; the an- .
cestors of the modern Bulgars (Ddcprvol ITAéPor Z8M&Pol) came
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across the Lower Danube in association with the Antes, who were
East Slavs. According to Constantine Porphyrogenitus the Serbs came
from White Serbia, north of the Carpathians, at an unidentifiable
place called Boixi. Similarly the Croats came from White Croatia, a
region near the Vistula, called Arrgned), near the Bayipépna (for which
Babia gora in the Beskides is a clever guess). Some suppose the first
name might be derived from Bosohemum ‘Bohemia’, and the third
from Bagoaria ‘Bavaria’. The Bulgarian Slavs presumably lay to the
east of these groups, and in immediate contact with the East Slavs.
The latter had advanced south-eastward in such numbers by the
sixth century that Procopius speaks of the vast numbers of the Antes
along the shores of the Black Sea and Sea of Azov,

The invasions from the north-east impinged on lands of vital
importance for the Byzantine crown, and so were at once the cause for
military and diplomatic action. They began in the early sixth century,
chicfly by infiltration. The country districts had been depopulated by
the internal decline of the Empire’s manhood and by the Gothic
seizure and evacuation of Masia. The chief method employed scems
to have been infiltration, so that the military resistance offered by the
Emperors proved incapable of stemming the immigration. The Antes
retired to Russia, but the other Slavs filled Masia, the hinterland of
Salonica, and Macedonia. Some elements descended into the Pelopon-
nesus. In the middle of the sixth century these Slavs began to feel the
weight of incursions by the Avars (R. dbry), operating from the
middle Danube, and they welcomed the advent of the Bulgar tribesmen
of Asparuch (670), who organized their unity, and strengthened their
defences by redistributing population. Asparuch’s horsemen were
Turco-Tatars from the Great Bulgaria on the Volga, wherea kingdom
persisted as late as the thirteenth century. The name may be derived
from bulfamak ‘mix, embroil’, meaning cither a ‘mixed race' or ‘the
brawlers'. To their subjects they contributed a few personal names, as
Sitman Kardam Karan Asparuch. But the modern Bulgarians, in race
and language, are not Tatars but Slavs.

A Bulgarian empire was organized hy Tsar Simeon (893-927), but
brought to ruin at the end of the tenth century by the Emperor
Basil 11 ‘the Bulgar-slayer’. A second empire in the twelfth and thir-
teenth centuries was weakened by Serbian onslaughts from the west,
and was finally obliterated by the Turkish conquest between 1340 and
1382 (capture of Sofia).

The Macedonian dialect of Thessalonica was used by the apostles
Methodius and Cyril for their work in Great Moravia. Their disciples
converted the Bulgars during the reign of Boris (852-84), and there-
after the language was a vehicle for a considerable literature of
religious translations and homilies.
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The date of the Serbian penetration is doubtful if we distrust the
Byzantine assertion that they came at the ‘invitation’ of Heraclius
{bro—41). The Croats are stated to have come later still, in con-
sequence of struggles with the Franks. In the tenth century their
occupation of Dalmatia and Illyria led to a full, but sometimes
enigmatic, description of their polity by Constantine Porphyrogenitus.
The unit of occupation was the village-federation (Fupdnija, now
‘parish, district’), centred on one or more townships (xdoTpov). The
account Constantine gives of the hinterland is vague, but he is very
detailed concerning the Dalmatian ports, The Croats extended from
Zara (Zadar) to the Cetina river; from the Cetina to the Narenta
(Neretva) were the Narentines, also known as Pagans; thence to
the Peljefac (Sabbionetta) peninsula were the Zachlumi (S. him
‘hill’y; followed by the Terbumians between Dubrovnik (Ragusa,
Epidaurum), fronted by the Kanalitai on the coast; and between
Kotor and Bar were the Diokletianoi (Dukljane). Inland were the
Bosnians on the Boséna or Bosthna, and the Serbs of Serblia (Zeta,
North Montenegro). :

It was the development of a political instinct among the Serbs of
Zeta which had the effect of unifying this region to some extent,
despite the overwhelming natural obstacles. By the middle of the
twelfth century the tribal centre had shifted from Zeta to the Raka, a
tributary of the Ibar, which flows into the Western Morava. From the
Ratka Stevan Nemanja (1186-g95) extended his rule as far as the
Southern Morava (often called the Bulgarian Morava). With Stevan
Dufan the Great (1333-55) Old Serbia in Northern Macedonia was
firmly occupied, the Bulgarians were defeated, and a Serbian empire
reached as far as the ZEgean. Meanwhile the capital shifted under the
influence of these victories: it was successively Novi Pazar (on the
Raka), Pridtina, Prizren and Skoplje (on the Vardar, which leads to
the Fgean).

Upon this period of expansion there followed an equally violent
series of retreats. The Turks inflicted crushing defeats upon the
Serbs on the Marica (1371) and at Kosovo (138g). The Serbocroat
confederation was dissolved, and at first local princes continued the
struggle. After the fifteenth century this was no longer feasible, and
only partisans continued the struggle under the command of out-
lawed chiefs. But they never wholly subsided. Mass migrations gave
some relief to the common folk. In the tifteenth century they crowded
into Bosnia, Slovenia, Backa and the Banat. In the sixteenth century
they withdrew into Austrian lands (1520, "28, "47, 54, '62, "74, "82).
The vietories of Sobieski (168g) and Prince Eugen (1738) gave cover
to two other big migrations. The War of Independence (1804-12) put
an end to these movements into Austrian territory, but caused a

bt



34 THE SLAVS

general shift of population from Old Serbia into the new kingdem.
The net result was greatly to reduce the Serbian element in the
southern part of the old empire, with a consequent increase of the
Bulgarian percentage. The rugged territory imposes differentiation,
but the different dialect criteria have unrelated areas, due to their
jostling together.

6. The East Slavs advanced from Polesie eastward, and in the tenth
century lay in a vague territory which may be described as cither an
arc or a triangle based on the line Novgorod-Kiev. Their position was
determined rather by natural than by human limits. They were
agriculturists advancing behind fur-hunters, the latter being at this
period much the more important. As such they found congenial
conditions in the mixed forest region of central Russia which describes
a triangle Leningrad-Kazaii-Kiev. To the north lay the great conifer
forests which could only be developed when the advance of the second
type of Russian culture had provided a new base for the fur-hunters'
advance. In neither capacity did the intruders much disturb the
fishing and hunting economy of the Finnish tribes, which were
reduced or assimilated without circumstances that have remained on
historical record. Another diagonal (approximately from Kremenéug
to Saratov), parallel to the southern limit of mixed forests, describes
the limit of the wooded steppe. This was the debatable region of
medizval Russian history. Upon the open steppe, whether grassy or
arid, the Slavs had o skill to live. They could not resist the raids of
Turco-Tatar nomads who, with nothing to loge, were prompt to
destroy the results of agricultural labour, Slavonic tribes were estab-
lished on the western end of the wooded steppe, between Dniester
and Dnieper, thanks to the Dnieper waterway, but even there were
exposed to nomad raids, which ended in the destruction of Kiev itself
by the Golden Horde in 1240. Russia had to be rebuilt from the mixed
forest area, and the conquest of the open steppe did not occur until
the settlers could be preceded by Slavonic semi-nomads, the Cossacks
of the sixteenth century and after, who could meet the-nomads on
equal terms of livelihood and force. The analogy of American cowboys
and Indians in the Prairie States will readily present itself.

The method of penctration in roadless country was by linking the
waterways by portages (R. wdlok). Two systems radiating from
Novgorod were of special importance, The ‘way from the Varangians
to the Greeks' (puf iz Varjag v Greky) started at the Gulf of Finland,
ascended the Neva to Old Ladoga, thence by the Volchov to Nov-
gorod; crossing Lake Ilmeri it ascended the Lovat and reached the
upper Dnieper by a portage near Smolensk; thenee it descended the
Dnieper to Kiev, where fleets were gathered for the rest of the
Dnicper navigation and the coastal sail to Constantinople. Subsidiary
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feeders to this "way’ were the Narva-Peipus-Vélikaja route and portage,
the Dvina, and the Pripet drainage-basin. From Novgorod there was
access also to the Volga and so to the great markets of Kazan and
Astrakhan (puf v Bolgary ¢ v Chuvalisy). Between Oka and Don there
was also ready access for the dug-out canoes of the early Russians.

The Antes or Antee were the first of the East Slavs to receive notice
from history, since they were on the extreme right flank of the
movement and came into conflict with the Goths and Byzantines,
They are first mentioned as impinging on South Russia in the fourth
century. In the sixth they lay along the Black and Azov coasts,
divided into many tribes (#8wn t& ‘Avrdv &uetpa, according to
Procopius); but their name disappeared after an expedition of exter-
mination by the Avars in 6oz, It is possible that it may be the same as
that of the later Fjatidi.

Discounting the Antes, our evidence is drawn from the tenth-
century account of Constantine Porphyrogenitus and the tenth-
century traditions recorded in the Kievite Povésf vremennych Iét. The
Slavonic tribes lay thus: In the north were the Slovéne or ngarhﬁ
of the Iimen region, and between Novgorod and Smolensk were the
Krivifi (Kpiprrgol Kpipnrowol; a patronymic? krfodj ‘crooked’; Latv.
Krefvija "Russia’). They held the portage region, at the headwaters of
the Dvina, Dniester and Volga, and it is clear that they extended also
to the headwaters of the So2, Desna, Moskva, Kljama, and as far as
Suzdal and Vladimir. This is the North Great Russian dialect area,
apart from the western part, which belongs to White Russia. In the
latter a special branch of the Kriviéi were the Polofane on the Polota,
around Polock.

The Narva-Peipus route had an important centre at Pskov (OR.
Piskov cf. Germ. Pleskau), with certain dialectal peculiarities in the
medizval and modern periods. Nearby was Izborsk, a fortress of the
Kriviéi.

Between the Dvina and the Pripet were the Dregovidi (Apouyoupiral),
called by a name of uncertain origin. They are the racial substratum of
White Russian.

In the south the main tribes were the ‘plainsmen’, Poljane, who
extended on the right bank of the Dnieper from the Teterev to Kiev,
and the 'woodlanders’, Drevijane (déreve "wood', Apsfavivor, BepPidavan,
with wrong initial) between the Teterev and the Pripet. On the
eastern bank were the ‘northerners’, Séverjane (ZspPio), of the Desna,
around Cernigov and Novgorod-Seversk. Minor tribes were found on
the Southern Bug river, possibly because of the break-up of the
Antes confederation. The names Bufane, Duléby, Velynjane (in the
province of Volhynia), and Ludame (Lolane, Lutidi, Nevzovijvor, cf,
Luck) are grouped together between the headwaters of the Bug and of
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streams flowing into the Pripet. Lower down the Bug were the most
exposed of the Russian tribes, the UL (OvAriver) and Tivered. These
peoples formed the southern dialect region. The' last two were prob-
ably disintegrated by the pressure of the nomads. After the destruction
of Kiev, the principality of Galicia-Volhynia formed the basis for the
modern Ruthenian speech.

In: the east there were two tribal agglomerations, the Radimi&i on
the Soz and the Fjatidi on the Oka. The Kievite chronicle derives them
both from Poland (Radimii e i Vjatiéi ot Ljachov) and explains their
names as patronymics from Radim and Vjatko. There is nothing in
their language to justify this derivation, but it may have been that
they started later from Polesie, probably in the seventh century. The
Vjatigi were the most populous of the Russian tribes, and they crossed
from the Oka to the Don at an early date, descending that river and
even founding Tmutorokan in the Kuban. They were so thickly
established in the ninth century that they earned for the Don the
name of the Slavonic River in Arabian writings. But they could not
withstand the assaults of the Turco-Tatar nomads in the steppes, and
gradually recoiled towards their tribal centre on the Oka. Moscow was
within their limits, but bordered on those of the Kriviéi, whence its
central character. As the Krividi extended eastward, the Vjatiéi
became rather southerners than easterners, and so form the racial
substream of South Great Russian.

The Slavs proved unable to organize themselves for wholesale
trade or for politics. This was done for them by the Swedes of the
Rurikid dynasty, the original ‘Russians’ (Ruf, Gk. 'Pas, cf. Finnish
Ruotsi ‘Swede’), the famous Varangians (R. wvarjdg). Though they
appeared in the Volga markets as dealers in slaves (mostly Vijatiéi) in
exchange for oriental wares, their organization was chiefly determined
by the market of Constantinople. They controlled from north to south
a movement of settlement from west to east. The Vjatiéi lay outside
the districts they pacified, and ‘to go to the Vjati&i’ (v Vjatidi poiti)
meant, at Kiev, “to be irrecoverably lost’. Furs were collected on the
tributaries of the Dnieper and floated down to Kiev on canoes. At
Kiev they were transhipped for the risky journey to Constantinople.
The whole system was controlled by fortresses (R. gdrod, ON, gardr):
Old Ladoga ( Aldegjuborg—the lake was at first called Nevo), Novgorod
(Holmgardr), Pskov (Plskov), Polock (ON. Palteskja), Smolensk
(MiAwiows), Lijubed ([Te]hoinza), Cernigov (Tzepnydya), Vydegorod
(Boveeypabl), Kiev (16 Kiodfa, Tév Kiofov; ON. Kenugardr < kena
a kind of boat; also ZapParés < ON. sandbakhi-dss ‘sandbank ridge'),
and the last friendly station on the river, Viticev (Bimerzifn). Turko-
Tatar origins have however also been proposed for the names of Kiey
and other places (Slavonic Review, 1944).
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The brilliant achievements of the Rurikids have tended to over-
shadow their dependence on Slavonic initiative. They organized
wholesale most of the resources gained by the latter, apart from those
of the Vjatiéi. They found a political framework in the ramifications
of the Rurikid family, but they failed to centralize government under
the Grand Prince at Kiev. Their assaults on Constantinople were
more spectacular than happy, and they failed to devise a means of
security upon the steppe. The Tatar invasion of the thirteenth century
destroved their essential assets which lay below the forest-line on the
Dnieper, and the future Russia was reconstructed by Moscow, not by
Kiev. It might even have been so in any case, since the north-south
axis of the Varangian States was not so essential as the west-east trend
of the Krivi¢i and Vjati¢i. The Rurikids, however, performed one
indispensable service. The conversion of Vladimir the Great (g8o-
1015) and all his connections gave to Russia, in due course, unity of
religion, of creed and of culture. It introduced the elements of
Byzantine civilization along with the religion, and provided an order
of men charged with its protection through the use of the Church
Slavonic literary tongue. As opposed to the pagan Lithuanians in the
west and Tatars in the east, the Russian felt himself essentially a
Christian (R. kresfjdnin ‘peasant’); as against the Catholic Poles he
asserted his Orthodoxy; and in both respects his country was "Holy
Russia'.®

7. The Orient. It will be seen that Russia lay almost entirely outside
the range of the original Slavs. Herodotus {Book V) describes Russia
from the Black Sea as fac as the upper reaches of the Southern Bug,
the Dnieper Falls, and the wooded steppe beyond the Don. At that
time the Scyths were in possession of the lower courses of the Russian
rivers, following a mixed economy of agriculture (*Ploughman’- and
‘Farmer’-Scyths on the Bug and Daieper) and nomadic pastoralism
(‘Royal' Scyths from the Crimea to the Don). Beyond them, between
Don and Volga, lay the Sarmatians, and to the north were East
Finnish tribes {Ceremisses and Mordvinians) and others of doubtful
classification. At a later date the Sarmatians overwhelmed the Scyths,
who are represented by the minute Ossetic group in the Caucasus
today, and reduced all South Russia to nomadism. They were
distributed into s0 many incoherent tribes that the word Sarmatia had,
in the first and second centuries of our era, little more than a geo-
graphical sense. The Goths and Heruli dispossessed the Sarmatians
in the third century after Christ, and were themselves submerged by

* See L. Niederle, Mamuee! de "untiguité sfave (Paris, 1923), i; A. Sachmatov,
Voedemie v kurs sxtorii russkago jazvka (Petrograd, rgié), i. Chronological
sppendix; Constantine Porphyrogenitus, Tepl Beparrddv (c. 934). Tepl v (o49);
Povést vremennych [#t, ed. Sachmatov {Petrograd, 1916), L
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the Huns in 376. After Artila’s death in 453 the Huns broke up into
two weak tribes, the Utrigurians and Kutrigurians, who occupied the
right bank of the Dniester.®

The succession of transient dominions recorded by ancient authors
is relevant to the history of Russian only as showing how the ground
was kept clear for the advance of the Antes in the sixth century. Our
principal source of pertinent information is, here also, the Kievite
chronicle, supplemented by the work of Constantine Porphyrogenitus.
Russia was occupied by two great groups of tribes: the Finnish (Finno-
Ugrian) tribes of the wooded country, who lived by fishing and hunt-
ing, frequently shifting their locations, and the Turco-Tatar tribes of
the steppes, nomad stock-breeders. They lay north-west and south-
east respectively, and it was the Finnish peoples who thus first felt the
Russian impact, ;

The Russian chronicler states:

In Japhet's portion were settled the Rué, Cjud and all tongues:
Merja, Muroma, Ves, Mordva, Cjud beyond the portages, Perm,
Petera, Jam, Ugra, Litva, Zimégola, Kors, Lé&tgola, Lib. The
Ljachove and Prusi and Cjud are established on the Varangian
Sea (Baltic).

The list is repeated later as that of the tributaries of the Rurikids.
Apart from the Zimégola, Koré, Léigola, Litva, Prusi and Ljachove
(Zemgale, Kurzeme, Latgale, Lietuva and Old Prussians, and the
Poles), these tribes are all Finno-Ugrians, and their numbers witness
to their extension in space and lack of coherence. Their racial centre
should probably be placed by the great bend of the Volga near
Kazan. The Ceremisses live north-west of the bend, and the Mord-
vinians to the south. The Ugrian group (Voguls and Ostjaks)
first migrated in order to live beside the Urals; thence the
Magyars detached themselves, first to the South Russian steppe
and then to conquer Hungary (895-9o6). The Permian group
(Votjaks and Zyrjenians) moved west, then north. The Finns and
Estonians went west. A last division occurred in the Ladoga region,
so that the Estonians ((wd) were separated from the Finns (Sum,
Finn. Swoms ‘Finnish’) and Karelians. In the middle space were
weak tribes: the Ves at the source of the Volga, the Merja near the
Oka and Volga confluence, and the Muroma near Murom on the
Oka. These were assimilated by the Krividi and Vjatidi, so that in
time the West Finns lost all connection with the East Finns. About
18,000 Samoyedes, speaking a vast number of dialects distantly
related to Finnish, roam over the tundras between the Ob and the
Yenisei.

* H. Hibschmann, Etvmologie und Lautlehre der assetischen Sprache, Strassburg,
1887, with a comparative treatment of Ossetic and Iranian on pp. 115=117.
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At the present day the Finno-Ugrian languages are spoken by about
seven millions in Finland and the Soviet Union and ten millions in

Hungary:

West:— Finns 5 about 3,000,000

Karelians {J'chhxn,gc] 'D‘lnnec:, Tver
Novgorod) e S 205,000
Ingrians (Leningrad area) . ] o 13,000
Vepsians (Olonec, On:ga} o 24,000
Vots .. e i s s 1,000
Estonians .. -t 5o o % 1,450,000
Livs .. ! = e s 2,000
East:— Voguls [Perm and Tubufsk]}ﬂh-Ug‘ri:n 5,000
Ostjaks group .. 19,000
Zyrjenians 7 s 258,000
Votjaks }Permuan group : i 450,000
Ceremisses (Vjatka, Kazan, Ufa} S 175,000
Mordvinian (Mok3a and Ersi) b about 1,000,000
6,802,000
Magyars e e ik -y ve . 10,000,000

These languages are represented in Russian place- and river-names.
Many of the latter end characteristically in -ma, -da, -va. Otherwise
the Finns had little to offer to the Slavs, nor had the Slavs much to
offer other than was represented by Lithuanian loanwords already
borrowed to represent the simpler cultural concepts. The Russian
words in Finnish show that Christianity became known first from
Russia.

The Turco-Tatar group of languages extends from the Black Sea to
the Sea of Okhotsk, linking up with Mongolian and Tungusic
(Manchurian) to form the Ural-Altaic family of languages. There has
been remarkably little differentiation amdng them in historical time,
but one may distinguish between the North Turkish languages (TT)
which have especially influenced Russian, and the Osmanli Turkish
{T) which has operated upon Bulgarian and Serbocroat. The distribu-
tion of these peoples was in 1897 approximately as follows:—

Tunguses of Siberia. . 47 A S 73,110
Manchurians .. - :. 1,500,000
; — 1,573,110
Mongols of Siberia (Burjats) e ov 333,554
of the Volga (Kalmuks) .. o 190,650
Estimated total of all Mongolians 3,500,000
Turco-Tatars of Siberia: Yakuts .. .. 228730

Others .. «s EEE XG4
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Turco-Tartars

of Central Asia: Kazak-Kirghiz.. 4,026,066
Kara-Kirghiz .. 215,682
Turcomans .. 838,280
Uzbegs .. .. 1,002,325
Sarts .. .» 2,258,128
of Turkestan and Kansu .. .+ 1,604,311
Others .. e 500,127
Osmanli Turks in Turkey .. =2 .. 10,000,000
.in Russia .. i = 153,032
Azerbaijanis in Transcaucasia - 1,475,553
in Persia .. =~ .. .. 2,000,000
Others .. E o5 7 = 20,902

Turco-Tatars in Russia: Kumiks, Nogais,
ete. i i 208,943

Baskirs, Me#lera,
etc. .. .- 1,492,044
Volga and Kama Tatars o < 1,603,925
Crimean and South Russian Tatars .. 220,237
Elsewhere in Russia .. . ‘o 49,429
Cuvales .. .. ¥ = o B43,7%s
Turko-Tatars in Rumania and Poland .. 97,276

ot i | T 3011?418‘:3

These figures show that the Turco-Tatar element is much more
considerable than the Mongolian; Jenghiz Khan, on the other hand,
was a Mongolian. Apart from Turkey, they are thickest in southern
Central Asia, which came under Russian rule only in the last guarter
of the nineteenth century. They are still relatively dense in the Volga-
Kama region, around their old capital of Kazan, but there are few op
the Irtysh and Tobol, the region comprised in the original Siberia
(Sibir). In South Russia they are not numerous, but were able to
control the open steppes for centuries thanks to their mobility. Their
way of life was wholly unfamiliarto the early Russians and gave occa-
sion for a large number of loanwords which will be examined in due
course, but they touched Common Slavonic only in its latest epoch.

Between the fifth and eleventh centuries hordes of Turko-Tatars
swept across the South Russian steppe to the mouth of the Danube:
376 Huns, about 482 Bulgars, 559 Avars (Obri), Magyars (left for
Hungary in 895), mid seventh century Khazars across the Don
(recorded as taking tribute from the Poljane, Séverjane and Viatici
in 850; destroyed by Svjatoslav in g65), 968 Pelenegs (Pecenési,
Margwoxitai), 1061 Polovei, 1238 Golden Horde. Though the princes
of Kiev were able to defeat several of these tribes they could not hold
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the steppe, and new swarms poured into the waste places, defeating
the prime object of Kievite policy, which was to advance towards
Constantinople.*

8. The Russian Expansion. After the fall of Kiev the Tatar pressure
was exerted from the south-east and Russia was pressed back into the
central forests. She found compensation by opening up the great
conifer forests of the north-west, sending out fur-hunters from
Novgorod. Moscow, which had been a manor set among Finnish
tribes, was surrounded with wooden walls in 1156, and gradually drew
to itself the stréength of the surrounding principalities of Viadimir,
Suzdal, Rjazan, Rostov and Murom. Situated on the dividing line of
north and south Great Russian, where Krivi¢i and Vjati&i mingled,
Moscow had notable advantages as a capital of Russia, and the dynastic
policy of her rulers saved her from the disruption characteristic of the
other Rurikids. In 1478 Novgorod fell definitively to Moscow, and
with it the new North. The Tatar yoke was thrown off in 1480, and in
1552 Ivan the Terrible took the Tatar capital of Kazan, giving to
Russian expansion once more its eastern trend. He was able to seize
the whole Volga and Don basins. In 1581 Ermak began the conguest of
Siberia by seizing the Tobolsk region, and in 1584 he was fighting on
the Irtysh. The seventeenth and eighternth centuries witnessed the
assimilation of Siberia by fur-traders and miners as the advanced
guard of the Russian peasantry. They used river routes and portages,
and the explorers of North Russia were fully trained for the rigours of
Siberia: 1600 Mangazeja, 1607 Yenisei, 1632 Lena, 1640 Kamdéatka,
168g first treaty with China, Alaska, 1860 Amur river and Vladivostok.
The beginning of the trans-Siberian Railway in 1891 led to a rush for
Siberia, a land so empty that the Russian element constitutes over
8o per cent. of the whole population.

In Russia itself the frontier was gradually pressed out upon the
steppe by the half-nomad Cossacks, whose gains were consolidated by
long diagonal defensive works: 1571 Orel-Kulikove, 1650 Belgorod-
Simbirsk, 1584 Penza-Samara, 1735 Dnieper-Donec. This brought
Russia to the limits of Kievite rule. 1774—91 recovery of the Black
Sea and Azov area. From this position expansion beyond Don
and Volga was made casy. In the early nineteenth century Russia

* See Meillet and Cohen, Les langues du monde (Paris, lqzﬂ:' A. Sauvageot,
‘Langues finno-ougriennes et langues samovides” and J. Deny, ‘Langues turques,
langues mongoles et langues tongouzes’, with maps. The statistics are from the
census of 1897, which seems to be the last available with full linguistic classifica-
tion. They require correction, but may be assumed proportionately instructive.
The two language-groups are often united as Ural-Altaic, and M. Pei, Languages
for War and Feace (MNew York, 1943) assigns to the Ural-Altic languages
approximately 6o,000,000: Magyars g} millions, Finns 4 millions, Estonians
1 million, Turks 18 millien. ]. Szinnyei, Finmische Sprachwissenschaft (Berlin-
Leipzig, 1922) gives the same figures as A. Sauvageot,
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conquered the Caucasus area: 1653 Pati, 1803 Mingrelia and Georgia,
1805 Karabagh, 1813 Lenkoran, 1828 Erivan, 1859-64 Kubad and
Terek and Daghestan, 1878 Kars. In the later nineteenth century
Russia absorbed Central Asia: 1864 Tagkent, 1868 Samarkand, 1873
Khiva, 1876 Kokand, 1881 Askhabad, 1884 Merv, 1885 River
Murghab. The Central Asian Railway serves as the means for assimi-
lating this area, but there is a much greater density of older inhabi-
tants. The Russian percentage in Central Asia is only g, as against
85 Turco-Tatars. In the Caucasus the Russians are the strongest
group (34 per cent.), with 20 per cent. Turco-Tatars, 14 per cent.
Kartvelians (Georgians proper) and 12 per cent. other Georgians.®

. Population and Frontiers. It is particularly difficult-at the time of
writing to give anything like an exact estimate of the extent and
density of the Slavonic-speaking peoples. Within one generation they
have been the chosen victims of two German wars, the first of aggres-
sion, the second of extermination. Their political frontiers have
violently fluctuated, and are at this time not definitely settled. It
is true that the linguistic frontiers show a remarkable steadiness, when
compared with the political; but in the period betiveen the wars the
tendency to identify nationality with language led to attempts to
modify the linguistic pattern, and this process has been accelerated
since the conclusion of hostilities.

(@) Russian. On January 17 1939 there were 109,278,000 souls in
the Russian Republic (Great Russia and Siberia), 38,960,000 in the
Ukraine, and 10,400,000 in White Russia, with a total of 1 58,638,000
Russians of all sorts. The figures for speakers of White Russian should
be extended to include those of what was North-eastern Poland, and
the Little Russian or Ruthenian of the Ukraine extended into Southern
Poland and the eastern extremity of Czechoslovakia. Allowing for
deductions of non-Russian e¢lements on Russian soil, one may say
that there are about 10 million who speak White Russian and about
40 million who speak Ruthenian. From the figures for Great Russia we
have to deduct about 2,350,000 Finno-Ugrians and 5,733,000 Turco-
Tatars, Mongols and Tunguses, and we must add a figure for the
Russian-speakers of Caucasia (Azerbaijan, Georgian and Armenian
Republics) and Central Asia (Turkmenian, Uzbeg, Tadjik, Kazak and
Kirghiz Republics). Allowing, as in Niederle’s calculation, 34 per cent.
for the former and g per cent. for the latter, we reach the sum of

* L. Niederle, (bozrémie sovremennago Slavjanstoa (St, Petersburg, 190g), with
mup. This work is the source also of the ensuing pa phs. Its data are those of
1897, but the totals are corrected for 1908. B. H. Sumner, Survey of Rusrian
History (London, 1944), chap. i “The Frontier’; B. Pares, 4 Hirtory of Rusria,
3rd ed. (London, 1043, with map of the Museovite expansions facin p. 100).
Map of the Caucasus and Central Asia in C. Grant Robertson and ], G. Bar-
tholomew, Historical and Modern Atlas of the British Empire (London, 1505),
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4,227,000, and so calculate that the number of persons to whom Great
Russian is a maternal tongue is about 105,500,000 souls, It is, however,
a language of culture, administration and travel to all the citizens of
the USSR, to whom must be added in this sense the Bulgarians and a
large number of Yugoslavs, Czechs and even Poles. For the last three,
however, the claims of German and French in the cultural field have
generally seemed stronger.

Within the political frontiers of the USSR the Russian language
has no definite boundary. It extends in a huge, irregular triangle to the
basin of the Tobol in Siberia, and from thence along the trans-
Siberian Railway to the Far East. It is, in the main, absent from the
Tundras of the North and the dry steppes of the South and of Central
Asia, where conditions do not favour the kind of life preferred by
Russian settlers. The ground occupied is cither wooded steppe or
variegated forest, with penctration of the conifer forest and grassy
steppe and long tentacles along all river-banks and the Central
Asian Railway. The northern tribes are so sparsely distributed on the
ground that a relatively small influx of Russians considerably alters the
percentages. The Turco-Tatars are densely settled in the lands where
abundant water is brought from the snows of the Pamir region, but a
great waste thinly held separates them from the main body of Russians.
Near the great bend of the Volga, however, in the region of Kazan,
there is a great knot of both Tatar and Finnish peoples, representing
the old Tatar hegemony, round which the tides of Russian migration
have flowed. In the north-west there is a more definite frontier
between Russian and Finnish. The Soloveckij (1439) and Belozero
(1397) monasteries developed into semi-governmental centres of
Russian industry and influence in the Middle Ages, and thanks to
them the Russian language-frontier descends from the Kandalaka
inlet of the White Sea to include Lake Onega; it crosses the Svif and
remains south of Lake Ladoga and the Neva, in such a way that
Leningrad lies in a Finnish hinterland.

The western language-frontier has rcmlmed stable since the
thirteenth century, and is described in much the same terms by both
Russian and Polish investigators. The first section is Great Russian.
It starts from Narva and follows the eastern side of Lake Peipus and
all Lake Pskov; thence it runs west of the Velikaja River to a point
between Ludza in Latvia and Opocka on the Velikaja. The political
frontier followed the Velikaja, so that some Russians were included
within Latvia. As the Slavs were intruders in all this region the frontier
is a clear-cut line. Next comes the White Russian frontier from the
headwaters of the Velikaja to the Narew. Here the historical condi-
tions are different. The medizval Polish-Lithuanian kingdom ex-
tended over White Russia, and White Russian was an official language
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of the Chancery. There has been considerable mingling of the three
languages, and the frontier can be determined only by the prepon-
derance of one over the others. The linguistic condition of certain
cities is open to dispute, since in cities whatever is the national and
official language is reinforced. A further complication is that many
who signed census-forms felt more keenly their religious than their
linguistic differences, and recorded not their language but their
religion. The general trend of the frontier is to the south-west, with
forward surges round Dvinsk (Daugavpils), Vilna (Wilno) and
Grodno; from Grodno it drops south to Bialystok and the Narew. [t
thus crosses a portion of Latvia (Latgale) and much ground claimed
by Lithuania and recently held by Poland, and bisects the province
of Bialystok. In 1921, 56 per cent. of the inhabitants of Vilna registered
as Poles, and in the whole province of Bialystok the Polish proportion
was 7b.g per cent.

The rest of the Russian frontier is described by Ruthenian (Little
Hussian). After the fall of Kiev (1240) the chief cultural and political
centre was the principality of Galicia-Volhynia, and it is in documents
emanating therefrom that we find the Ruthenian language taking its
special character. When the power of the Tatars declined, the rulers
of Poland were able to thrust far into the Russian Ukraine. In 1494
they held all the streams on both banks of the Dniester, and in 1657
they still held the river in all its course. At the time of the first partition,
in 1772, the Polish frontier lay along the line of the river to approxi-
mately Kremencug, and then cut back to the Dnieper near Kifinev.
Here again conditions favoured the mingling of peoples, who were held
apart chiefly by religious animosity. The present linguistic frontier
runs by Bielsk, Biala and Chelm (Cholm), with Brest-Litovsk (Brzes¢-
Litewski) on the Russian side. The precise allocation of Chelm is
debatable. Thence the frontier curves south-west and south-west-by-
west to include Tomaszéw, Sanok and Przemyél, and to touch the
pre-war southern political frontier on the banks of the Poprad. In the
three provinces to the east of this line there were 23.4, 16.8 and 22
per cent. of Poles in 1921; immediately to the west are some of the
most densely Polish tracts (Krakéw g3.1, Lublin 85.4 per cent.).
Within the Poland of 1939 there were at least one million speakers of
White Russian and four million Ruthenians.

From the Poprad valley and the Carpathians the Ruthenian frontier
falls south-eastward across what was the tail of Czechoslovakia and
the headwaters of the Tisza in Hungary to the sources of the Seret. It
then swings east across Bukovina, including Czernowitz (Cerniuti),
and touches the Dniester at Mogilev-Podolsk. The frontier follows
the left bank of the stream continuously to the sea, apart from a wide
bridge-head at Tiraspol. There is, however, a strong Russian
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minority between Dniester and Prut, and there are Bulgarian and
Rumanian elements between Dniester and Bug. In the Crimea the
majority was Tatar.

Ruthenian and White Russian are separated from each other by the
Pripet and a line north of Cernigov and Novgorod-Seversk, which
both belong to Ruthenian. Independence has been claimed for both
White 'Russian and Ruthenian. In the first case there seems little
justification either in the structure of the dialect or in its cultural
history. The special characteristics of Ruthenian are of comparatively
recent growth also, since it began to take shape in the thirteenth
century, but Galicia and Kiev have been notable centres for culture,
and Ukrainian traditions and folk-songs have a marked individuality.
Under the repressive measures taken by the last tsars to suppress the
language, an isolationist movement was stimulated in the Ukraine.
Regional autonomy has sufficed, in recent years, to quiet the modest
desire for independence whetted by difference of dialect. On the side
of Great Russian, White and Little Russian together mark out the
Diniester as a unit of civilization. The White Russian border runs
castward from the sources of the Velikaja to those of the Dvina. It
curves round the headwaters of the Dvina and Dnieper almost to
Smolensk; thence south-south-east to the Desna near Novgorod-
Seversk. The sources of the Desna and Oka fall within a transitional
region between White and South Great Russian. The Ruthenian
language-frontier takes up the line at Novgorod-Seversk, goes
ecastward to the Don, crosses at Pavlovsk, recrosses south of Boguéar,
touches the Donec, and then travels south-south-east to about
Stavropol. The southern frontier is marked by the Kubar river and
delta. Much of this area represents the modern expansion of the
dialect as a language of colonization in the steppe region.

Great Russian itself has dialects, though generally speaking for so
wide-spread a language it is remarkably uniform. The most important
division is that between the South and the North; that is, between the
Vjati¢i and Kriviti. The southern dialect is found in the upper basin
of the Oka, buttressed on Gzatsk, Kaluga and Rjazarn. It swings slowly
stuthward to embrace the Don valley, and runs along the Volga from
Kamydin to Stalingrad (Caricyn). In the Caucasus it occupies the
Terek valley. In the west it is supported against White and Little
Russian by Kaluga, Orel, Karadev, Sevsk, Rylsk and Kursk. The rest
belong to North Great Russian, but there is a band of transitional
dialects between. The first of these is the north-western dialect of
Pskov, through which North Great Russian shades into White Russian.
Then follows the ancient dialect of Tvef (Kalinin) and Moscow,
which reconciled historically the decidedly northern speech-habits of
Novgorod and Viadimir with the decidedly southern Rjazan. This
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middle Russian is also found in the Sura valley, with Penza as its
principal town, but with large non-Russian minorities. The literary
language is that of Moscow, mainly North Great Russian, but with
concessions to the South (dkare).

(b) Polish. For about 25,000,000 people Polish is a mother-tongue.
To these one may add some 4-5 millions in the United States and
South America, and the associate languages of the Cassubians or
Kaszuby (about 150,000) and the Wendish Slovenes of Lake Leba
(200 250), the last relics of the old East Pomeranian speech. The
eastern frontier has been described above. The northern ran through
the southern third of East Prussia, including Goldap, Allenstein
(Obsztyn) and Graudenz (Grudzigdz), whence it descended the
Vistula t the sea. Between the sea and the Czech frontier the linguistic
and political frontiers mainly agreed; since the war the political
frontier has been moved considerably westwards to Stettin (Szczecin).
Between Gdynia and Chojnice (Konitz) lie the Cassubians, with little
enclaves into what was Germany at Bitow and Stiidnitz. Konitz was
German-speaking, but Radnawitz, Flatau and Bomst (Babimost) were
Polish enclaves in Germany. In Silesia the Polish language swung
westward by Namslau, Oppeln and Neustadt, and at one time probably
followed the Bober. Along all this border the linguistic percentages
showed heavy infiltration of German elements. In Pomorze and
Poznan there were about 18 per cent. of Germans in 1921, and in
the city of LodZ the Polish majority was as low as 8.9 per cent.
Polish extends into Czechslovakia in the 'T&in (Cieszyn) and Poprid
regions.

Apart from Cassubian, Polish has three main dialects: Great Polish
of Poznania, Little Polish of Krakéw, and Mazovian in the north-east.
Warsaw lies on a belt of compromise between Mazovian and Little
Polish. The Germans gave the name Wasserpolaken (Wasserpolen) to
the speakers in Silesia of a highly Germanized form of Polish.

(c) Wendish. There werc before the war about 115,000 speakers uf
the Wendish (or Sorabe or Sorb) dialect of Lusatia in the upper valley
of the Spree. Their two principal towns are Cottbus (Khodebuz) and
Bautzen (Budy&in). On the east they hardly reach the Neisse, and on
the west the line drops southward from Lubbenau (Lubnjow) on the
Spree (Sprowja). They are all that remain of the tribes who spread
Slavonic through Central and Southern Germany, and who were said
to speak their own language in Leipzig as late as 1327, They are
divided into two dialects (Upper and Lower).

{d) Czechoslovak. Czechs about 8,000,000: Slovaks about 3,000,000,
Independence has been claimed for Slovak on the basis of certain
formal differences, such as the first sing. pres. indic. in -m, but the
argument is defective. Slovaks have only of late come to possess a
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cultural tradition capable of supporting a language, since they were
long subject, politically and economically, to Hungary, Their language
retains old stages through which Czech has passed, and it is the
easternmost of a spectrum of Czechoslovak dialects. The official
language (Czechoslovak) recognizes two forms, Czech and Slovak.
Czech had official currency in the fifteenth century throughout much
of the region. It may be divided into Czech proper and Moravian; and
Moravian divides into a plethora of dialects, which shade into Polish
along the common frontier. Czechoslovak Ruthenia belonged to the
Russian-speaking area. There were in 1938 4—5 million non-Slavs in
Czechoslovakia, including 3 million Germans. These occupied North-
west and South-west Bohemia, inside the strategical bulwark of the
Bohemian mountain border. There was thus a grave discrepancy
between the defensible and the linguistic (and so, nationally self-
conscious) frontiers.

In the north there was a deep German salient between Opava and
Olomoue, corresponding to the Gesenke massif. Svitavy (Zwittau)
and LandSkroun (Landskron) formed a German-speaking island close
to the passes that lead to Glatz. The frontier ran north-west from
Olomouc to Vysoké, with many indentations. From Vysoké it ran
west to the Elbe near Meélnik. Thence via Tiebenice and Louny
south-westwards to Domazlice, with Pilsen (Plzen) as the principal
Czech bulwark. On the German side were the towns of Teplitz,
Carlsbad and Eger (Teplice, Karlovy Vary, Cheb). From Domailice
the frontier ran south-east to Kaplice, with Budweis (Budé&jovice) as a
German islet; north-east and south-east to Znojmo, with 2 German
islet at Iglau (Jihlava), and along an arc to Bfeclav and the Morava.
Here it is continued by Slovak to the Danube at Bratislava (Press-
hurg), whence it continues in a very ragged line eastward by Nitra,
Levice, Lutenec and Ro#fava to Mihalovee, following the line of the
hills, and clear to the north of the political frontier along the Danube
and Ipaly.

(e} Slovene. The Slovenes numhber about 1,500,000 and have their
cultural capital at Ljubljana. Their northern frontier is the northern
frontier of the South Slavs and runs from Smohor to St. Gothard
through Beljak (Villach), Celovec (Klagenfurt) and Djeke. From
cither extreme it drops due south: from Smohor through Resja
(Resiutta) and Cedad (Cividale) to the Adriatic (Italian is buttressed
here upon Udine, Gorizia and Trieste); from 5t. Gothard through
Lendava to the Drava. The southern frontier is hard to define since
it is made with the kaj-dialect of Serbocroat, which is transitional
between Slovene and Serbocroat. It runs south-west towards Kodevje
(Gottschee), which was a German islet, and then west to Podgrad and
Buzet.
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(f) Serbocroat. Speakers of Serb and Croat number approximately
12,000,000. There is a short western frontier from Buzet through
Rovinj to Pulj (Pola). The Dalmatian coast and islands are Serbocroat
as far as the Bojana river. The northern frontier descends the Drava to
its confluence with the Danube. There are Serbocroat colonies along
the Danube at Sombor and other points. Between Vukovar and the
confluence with the Tisza the language-frontier lies evenly north of
the river, and Serbian colonies extend north up the Tisza to Szegedin.
Between Betkerek and Bela Crkva the frontier runs south-east, with a
salient to Modo§ and ouflying colonies in Hungary. It rejoins the
Danube below PoZarevac, but Rumanians occupy both sides of the
Iron Gates. Finally the Serbocroat limit is reached at Zajetar on the
Timok.

The eastern and southern frontiers cannot be drawn with consent,
since Bulgars and Serbs both lay claim to the transition dialects in the
band of country between the Timok and Prizren. They run southward
from Zajetar to cover the Nifava valley and south-west to the head-
waters of the Southern Morava near Vranje. From Vranje the fully
Serbian districts lie north of Mitrovica, Novi-Pazar, Prijepolje,
Podgorica and Skadar (Scutari), but there is a mixed region between
this arc and the arc Kumanavo-Skoplje-Tetovo-Bakovica.

The dialectal variations of this area are important. Adjoining
Slovenia is the region of the kaj-dialect, which is transitional between
Slovene and Croat. (The literary language of this area and its capital,
Zagreb, is a form of the fto-dialect mentioned below.) Then comes the
¢a-dialect. Its frontier was formerly much more extended to the east,
Now it leaves the Drava near Virovitica, ascends in an irregular line to
Bjelovar and descends to the Sava at Sisak. Thence it follows the
Kupa valley to Karlovac, where it bends southwards along the ridges
to Zadar (Zara). After that, save for an enclave near Split, it is confined
to the islands. Its southernmost limit is in the island of Lastovo
(Lagosta) and the Peljedac (Sabbionetta) peninsula. The da-dialect
admits of further division into - and e-dialects according to the
treatment of CS1. 4. The rest of Yugoslavia belongs to the fto-region,
which is also divided into dialects Jje- i- and e-) by the development
given to CSl. ¢, The je-dialect is westerly, and the dividing line is
from Osijek on the Danube, through Le#nica and Kraljevo, 1o Mitro-
vica and Peé. West of a line joining the Bosna and Narenta i- and Je-
are found mixed. East of the je-dialect is the e-dialect of Belgrade and
the Sumadija. The Sumadija is closed by a line from Smederevo to
Kragujevac and Kraljevo. Next follow, eastward, the Kosovo-Resava
dialects of Serbian, and the Serbo-Bulgar transition dialects which
begin at Zajetar on the Timok and include the towns of the Southern
(or Bulgar) Morava, notably Nig, Vranje, Skoplje and Prizren,
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A Macedonian dialect is used in the new (federal) Yugoslavia
as the literary and official language in Yugoslav Macedonia. It will
be touched on in section 217.

(g) Bulgarian. Bulgarians number about 7,000,000. The northern
frontier follows the Danube to its mouth. There is a Bulgar salient on
the north bank of the Danube between Ismail and Taraklija, but on
the southern bank there is an admixture of Rumanians in the Dobrudja
and of Turks in the Deli Orman region. Bulgarians are numerous
south of the political frontier, as far as the approaches to Constantinople
and the River Marica. They also lie just inland from the /Egean all
the way between the Marica and Salonica. From Salonica (Solun) the
Macedonian dialects run through Ostrovo westwards to Chrupiita,
whence north along the Albanian border through Ohrid to Prizren.

The principal division is into East and West Bulgarian by a line
from Nikopol on the Danube to Salonica. The very archaic Rhodope
dialects lie south of a line from Plovdiv to Burgas.®

* Apurt from Slavonic sources, see Meillet und Cohen, Les languer du monde
(Paris, 1924); Mario A. Pei, Languages for War and Peace (New York, 1944);
A, Howerd and E. Newman, Pictomial History of Rusria (London, 1943), for
population statistics.



Chapter 11

BALTO-SLAVONIC AND
PROTO-SLAVONIC

10. Definitions. The unity of the Indo-European language ceased
from a remote date, probably between.2500-1000 B.C. It is only from
the end of the first millennium A.p. that we have any Slavonic records.
There is thus a lapse of some 3000 years between a linguistic state
which'is known with tolerable accuracy by the comparison of a whole
family of languages and our first dated information concerning this
particular member of the group. Now Slavonic, despite its highly
conservative appearance, was given to innovation. The Indo-European
system of conjugation, for instance, has been discarded in Slavonic,
and more than one system substituted in its place. Changes of this
sort take place over long periods of time, and the trends are not
constant, but operate variously each within its own bracket of time,
after which they cease to have effect. To explain a given crux of late
date we must not call to our aid a linguistic law which operated only at
an early date; and so on. In fact we must keep to a chronology; and yet
in this lapse of unrecorded time (3000 years) dates are too obviously
lacking. A chronology, however, can and must be set up. It is partly
relative: that is, it depends on propositions like ‘the change x implies
the previous change y, and that was due 10 2°, which gives the relative
chronology zyx; partly it is susceptible of approximate dating by
comparison with neighbouring languages which have sure or approxi-
mate dates (see sections 2-5 of the last chapter). The two processes
determine ¢eras in the prehistory of the Slavonic languages for which
we must now find suitable terms.

" The earliest records are in Old Bulgarian. This was so like what
must have been the common source of the existing Slavonic languages
that Old Bulgarian forms are frequently quoted as the bases of each
particular explanation. It is clearly an advantage to quote attested
forms rather than ones due only to inference from the sum of the
languages today; the attested forms are certain, the inferred ones can
never be deemed certain until corroborated by actual examples. Still,
it has to be remembered that not only was Old Bulgarian not the
common parent, hut even that it was a dialect with a very precise
localization. We may define it by concentric arguments thus: (i) Old
Bulgarian was a South Slavonie language, and opposed to East and
West Slavonic, because the solution of CSl. *tort was the characteris-
tically S51. trat (for the explanation of this convention see section 29
hereafter); elsewherc this solution is found only in Czechoslovak, which
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other criteria, e.g. the treatment of CSl. *f *d, assizn to the WSlay
group; (ii) within South Slavonic it was definitely Bulgarian because the
result of CSI. *f *d was #t Zd (see section 40): OB. nodti "night’ /S, néé
Slov. néé Ce. noc P. noe R. noc”; (iii) within Bulgarian it was a south-
western dialect because CSl. OB. # occasionally vocalized as OB. o:
OB. pésolii ‘sand’ Macedonian dial. pésok/MB. pjdsak; (iv) but it was
not one of those Macedonian dialects which represent CSL *f *d by
k g. In fact, Old Bulgarian was the dialect of the Slavs who lived near
Salonica, the home of the apostles Methodius and Cyril, though it
served for the evangelization of Greater Moravia. Middle Bulgarian
continued this language in a stereotyped literary form, with some
scribal peculiarities for each important scriptorium, and some conces-
sions to the vernacular. It was not a stage in the evolution of Modern
Bulgarian, which depends chiefly upon the eastern dialects, and which,
a5 Rumanian loanwords show, had already assumed its characteristic
forms while Middle Bulgarian was still perpetuating those of Old
Bulgarian. The conventional style, however, persisted upon the pens
of sume writers well into the nineteenth century,

In countries which followed the Orthodox persuasion Old Bulgarian
became the "dead’ language of the liturgy, and in this use it is properly
called Church Slavenic. Church Slavonic was pronounced in Russia
and Serbia in accordance with a tradition influenced by the verna-
cular system of sounds, and with some other concessions to the
vernacular: we may thus speak of Russian Church Slavonic and
Serbian Church Slavonic. The vernacular concessions were more
numerous in works for the instruction or entertainment of laymen,
and this literary usage lasted in Russia until the middle, and in Serbia
until the end, of the eighteenth century. This usage is of great impor-
tance, since it was the channel through which Slavonic terms became
embedded in the cultural vocabulary of vernacular Russian and
Serbocroat. We thus speak of Russo-Slavonic and Serbo-Slavonic,
and for a period there existed in Serbia a Serbo-Russo-Slavonic,
arising from the substitution of Russo-Slavonic for Serbo-Slavonic
as a literary language in the eighteenth century.

The languages of the Catholic persuzsion do not pass through these
stages, but the documents distinguish Old, Middle and Modemn
periods, as they do also for Russian and Serbocroat. The old period in
these cases corresponds to the twelfth century or the second half of
the eleventh, and so is younger than the oldest Old Bulgarian. Where
the individual languages are not attested but can be reasonably
assumed to exist in characteristic form, it is sometimes convenient to
speak of Proto-Russian, Proto-Polish, etc.

When we compare the extant languages they first yield concor-
dances in three groups: East (Russian, White Russian, Ruthenian),

oy
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West (Polish, Czechoslovak, Wendish), South (Slovene, Serbocroat,
« Bulgarian) Slavonic. These again show evidence of derivation from a
single common original: Common Slavonic. Common Slavonic is thus
the sum of all the inferences which can be drawn from the individual
Slavonic languages. It is an abstract conception, though the inferences
work out in fact to something very like the attested Old Bulgarian
forms. Still, we sometimes have to keep in mind the circumstance
that Common Slavonic is the result of abstract thinking, and is not a
description of a language perfectly localized in time and place. If we
consider the history of the nasal vowels, for instance, it is clear that
CS5L. ¢ ¢ persisted until the ninth century, but at that time the
tort-formula had already divided into ESlav. toret/SSlav.Cz. trat/
P. trot. This is not to deny, however, that there was a language
common to all Slavs when they lived between the Vistula and the
Pripet in the sixth century of our era: that language can be properly
called Common Slavonic, but it might not have been precisely such as
is composed by the heads of the individual inferences from the modern
tongues. OB.MB. §t S. ¢ Slov. £ P.Cz. ¢ R. ¢ imply CSl. *f (a t pro-
nounced in the high palate), but the latter was probably no more than
a transitional stage of the older *#f *Af *gf, which can also be described
as Common Slavonic.

Between the sixth century of our era and the Indo-European period,
however, there extends a history which receives no light from the
mere comparison of the modern speeches, but has to be described by
comparison between Common Slavonic and common Indo-European,
It i8 convenient to call this Proto-Slavonic, and to divide it inwo
Primitive Proto-Slavonic (according to the first distinctively Slavonic
features), Early, Middle and Late Proto-Slavonic, the last period
opening with the Christian Era. The Early and Late Proto-Slavonic
periods are those in which the first and second Slavonic palatalizations
took effect, and the Middle is that in which a number of mutually
linked vowel-shifts, anterior to the second palatalization, were worked
out.

In addition to these terms, the term Balto-Slavonic is necessary to
our studies to express the degree of agreement or parallelism between
the Baltic and the Slavonic groups. It does not imply that there was
one single undifferentiated language as the source of both groups, but
that the two stood and stand so closely related in contents and
development as to have a necessary bearing upon the explanation of
each other's problems.

11. Balto-Slavonic. The Baltic languages (Lithuanian, Latvian and
the now extinct Old Prussian, speakers of the first two numbering
some two and a quarter and two millions respectively) agree with
Slavonic in representing original palatal gutturals by sibilants like
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other satem-languages, by reducing original aspirates to the corres-
ponding unaspirated occlusives, and by declining certain in -m-
as in Germanic, not in -bk- as in Indo-Iranian, Greek, Latin and
Celtic. The declensional system of seven cases and three numbers is
the same for each group. The genitive and ablative singular were-
originally distinct only for o-stems; for these stems they have been
identified in Baltic and Slavonic on the basis of the ablative (in Sanskrit
they are separate: vrkiva vrkdt, as in Latin: lupd lupo; in Greek they
are identified as genitives: Aimou/L. wilke). There was a neuter
gender in Old Prussian, and though not present in any Lithua-
nian document it is found in Lithuanian loanwords in Finnish; in
Slavonic there was also a strong tendency to identify the neuter with
the masculine, which was averted by a reaction in favour of a formal
distinction in adjectives and in nouns of the o-declension (NSM. -a/
NSN. -6). The definite declension of adjectives by means of a post-
positive demonstrative suffix is a notable common mark. In both
Baltic and Slavonic the Indo-European middle and passive voices
were rejected, and the effect secured analytically by associating the
verb with the reflexive pronoun. Both formed the infinitive in ®-#4,
and both had a future in -s-, of which there remains barely a trace in
the oldest Slavonic records. The participles are similarly declined.
Otherwise, however, the two language-groups reconstituted the verbal
paradigm in complete independence and upon quite different
principles. A comparison between the accentual systems of Lithuanian
and Serbocroat shows original identity as to place of stress and kinds of
intonation (rising, falling), but also that the stress has shifted place in
the fto-dialect of Serbocroat, and that the intonation has changed in
kind in Lithuanian (rising for original falling, falling for original rising
tones).

These considerations show that Baltic and Slavonic are remarkably
similar, but they do not prove identity. However, it is desirable to note
that the likeness of words in the two groups is obvious whenever they
are compared with words from other groups: R. veolk ‘wolf® L. vilkas/
Lat. lupus Goth. wulfs, R. beréza 'birch’ L. bérdas/OHG. birihha ON.
biork, OB. Zeravi ‘crane’ L. gérve/Lat. grus Gk. yipoves, R. dérevo
‘tree’ L. dervd ‘resinous wood'/Gk. 8pls, OB. kridvind ‘bloody’ L.
krivinas/Lat. cruentus, etc.

When the voeabulary of the two groups is examined it shows a wide
area of coincidence, with certain irreducible differences. There are
many words not paralleled elsewhere, as R. lipa L. liepa "lime-tree’,
R. begai L. bégu 'l run’. When words are examined by classes the
agreement appears strongest in the basic vocabularies. Thus the
names of trees are mostly held in common: birch, willow, lime,
bird-cherry, fir (R. e/ OPr. adle L. églé), ash, apple (R. jdblonja OPr.
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wobalne), nut, cane, mountain-ash, elm, and the names of grains:
R. zernd ‘grain, corn’ L. Sirnis ‘pea’, R. (ChSL.) zélie *weeds’ L. folé,
R. list “leaf’ L. laifkas, R. pyréj Cz. pyr ‘couch-grass’ L. (dial.) pirai
‘wheat’, R. rof’ "rye’ L. rugiai. Passing over some discrepiancies of
formation and meaning, these coincidences are evidence that the
speakers of both languages inhabited the same regions for a long time.
They agree also in naming most parts of the body, and coincide in
some notable innovations: hand (R. rukd L. rankd), finger, foot
(R. nogd OPr. nage cf. Gk. &w€ Lat. ungula Germ. Nagel “nail’), head,
mouth, throat, beard, shoulder, elbow, heart, entrails, tongue (R.
jazyk CSL ®¢zy-ki OPr. insuwis), body (R. dérevo ‘body, belly’ OPr.
kérmens). For all these there must have been a certain community of
thinking between the two groups. There is more discrepancy in the
names of animals since these are subject to change through the pre-
ference of one breed over another. Held in common are the names for
the bee (OB. bidela R. pleld L. bitis, and also R. silef “beehive’ P. ul
L. aulys, P. skarzyk L. korys “cell of a honeycomb'), wasp (R. osd
L. vapsd), ox (OB. govedit R. govjddina 'beel Latv. govs), sheep
(R. oved L. avis), domestic pig (OB. pras¢ L. paiias), wolf, mouse,
stag, eagle, thrush, (perhaps) goose, fly, etc. Other conspicuous
coincidences are the words for stone (OB. kamy R. kdmeni L. akmud),
iron (R. felézo L. pelefis OPr. pelso), gold (R. zdloto Latv. zelts), lake
(R. dzero L. éferas).

On the other hand a great number of common Slavonic words have
no parallels in the Baltic tongues because they are due to Slavonic
borrowing or innovation. They include the words for God, man,
father, tooth, horse, mare, dog, bull, goat, bird, swan, liver, milk,
friend, sun, moon, water, etc. Sometimes the older term survives in a
restricted sense, as R. divo ‘wonder’ cf. L. Difvas ‘God’, R. tur
‘aurochs’/R. Bog vol. Very characteristic of the relations between the

is the constant variation of detail in word-formation owing
to the use of different forms of the root or different suffixes, as R,
som L. sdpnas ‘dream, sleep’, R. rdno ‘early’ L. ryitas *morning’, R,
jdsent L. uosis ‘ash-tree’, or by different choice of related meanings.
There are certain suffixes which regularly alternate, as Sl -dlo/L.
-klas (of tools: P. radio “hoe’ L. drklas “wooden plough’, both from ar-),
Sl. -fef ( <*-iko)/L. -ikis, SL. -itj- ( <®-eit-)/L. -aitis. There are
variations which elude explanation, as R. gus OB. gosi/L. Z4sis ‘goose’,

The differences between Baltic and Slavonic are thus also important,
and some of them ascend to a high antiquity. In Slavonic, but not fully
in Baltic, 1E. s was withdrawn into the palate by contact with i u r &,
provided a vowel followed. This happened also in Sanskrit and most of
the Iranian languages, and therefore is a feature of date before the final
dispersion of the languages forming the Slavonic and Indo-Iranian



BALTO-SLAVONIC AND PROTO-SLAVONIC 355

groups; that is, considerably before 1000 B.C. At such a date, therefore,
Baltic was already distinct from Slavonic: Balt. 5/5L ¢k {F <§ after
i u r k. There was probably no complete Balto-Slavonic unity short
of Indo-European date, but there was a symbiosis lasting over a vast
period of time, and possibly still unbroken, or quite recently interrup-
ted, when Herodotus described the Scythian (Iranian) culture of South
Russia in the fifth century B.c. It overlapped some stages of Proto-
Slavonic. The likeness induced in the two groups by this living
together in prehistoric times (see Senn, in Slavonic Yearbook 1941, on
possible historic influences) has several consequences for Slavonic
studies: in all cases it is necessary to ascertain what is the Baltic
evidence; where alternative explanations can be offered for Slavonic
phenomenon, those are most probable which can also be offered for
the Baltic parallel; no explanations contrary to Baltic can be offered
for Slavonic facts until proof is given that the latter are entirely
disconnected.

The reader may care to compare the following passage in Old
Bulgarian (Matthew X111, 24—26, transliterated from the Glagolitic of
the Codex Marianus) with the corresponding text in Lithuanian:

ing pritiéo prédloZi imi glagole:
upodobi s¢ césarestvie nebeskoe
tloveku séviidu dobro sémeg na
selé svoemi. supeitemi Ze Elove-
koma pride vragid ego i visé

Kita prilyginima siké jis jiems
tarydams: Prilygsta dangaiis
karalysté #mdgui scjanéiam gérg
s7kly i sivo difvg. Bét Zmonems
bemidgant atéjo j0 neprietelius

pléveld po sr&dé plenice i otide.
cgda Ze prozebe tréva i plodi
siitvori, tigda avi s¢ i plévela.

ir uzsejo kukaliis tarp kviediy
ir atst6jo. Ir kaip 2elmud padugo
ir wvaisip néfe, &tai, ridos ir
kukiliai.

In this (Modern) Lithuanian version the word neprietelius (enemy)

and the root of karaljsté (kingdom) represent borrowings from
Slavonic.®

12. Proto-Slavonic. (a) Primitive Slavomic. The first distinctively
Slavonic phenomenon to emerge was SL ch[x] <IE. 5 after i u r &
unless a consonant followed: R. such ‘dry’/L. saiisas. This process

* See R. Trautmann, Baltisch-Slavisches H’Er.l‘frblnch (Géttingen, 1923);
A. Brickner, ‘Das Litautsche und seine \medtul in (rundrigs der m&-
gevmunischen Sprach- und Altertumskunde: i, Die Erforschung der indogermami-
mﬂlﬂr .S rachen; ii: Slavisch-Litauisch, A.‘.bamm‘r (Strassburg, 1917). On Baltic

llv see works by Berncker, Bemnhergtr. Biclenstein, Briickner, Baga,
Endulm. Kurschat, Leskien, Liden, Senn, Torbidrnsson. See also N, B. Jopson,
“I'he Syntax of Lithuanian :nmpmred with that of Latin and Greek’, Slavomc
Review, xxiv, No. 63. The case against 'Balto-Slavonic® is argued bv.ﬁ Meillet,
Le siave conmmun (Paris, 2nd ed. 1934), and the evidence is reviewed bw JLSﬂm.
*On the Degree of Kinship between Slavic and Baltic', in The Slavonic Yearbook
(xx, rg41).
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does not normally affect SI s from IE. k. The beginnings of the
change were set in times immediately post-Indo-European, since they
affect also the Indo-Iranian group. After these sounds IE. s was pro-
nounced higher in the mouth, becoming cacuminal (Skr. §), then
palatal (Avestic f), then velar (Sl. ch). Lat. tonsorias has passed
through these stages in Spanish (fiseras is a common vulgarism,
Med.5p. tixeras [8], MSp. tijeras [y] “scissors’). The resulting ch was
added to the group of velars before the first Slavonic palatalization,

13. (b) Early Proto-Slavonic. This period is characterized by the
palatalization of 1E. &k g and Primitive Slavonic ¢k before /i () to SL
£ dZ (later ) I: R. volk ‘wolf’ /OR. voc. velée, Bog ‘God' /voc. Bife,
duch ‘spirit’/dufd 'soul’ <*duch-ja. This is, of course, after the
satem-palatalization of Indo-European date by which IE. ‘g »8L s =
R. sto "hundred’ Latv. simts L. fisiitas Skr. gata MPers. sad/Gk. bearov.
The palatalization giving ¢ d# is unknown to Lithuanian (R. fetyre
‘four’ /L. keturl), but it arose separately in several languages of the
satem-branch: Latv. fetri Arm. &'ors MPers. chehdr panj ‘five’ (*penke)
Skr. catur pafca.

The original pronunciation of IE. o e seems to have been very open,
at least in parts of the area, with a tendency towards & d (Eng. fall
there). It was so with Gk. w n, represented in Doric often by a In
Balto-Slavonic o a fell together, but e remained; and later BSI. *d was
differently developed according to quantity, viz. BS. short *4 > Balt. a
8l. o, BSL. long *d >Balt. o Sl. a. OB. ¢ was so open that no sign was
used in the Glagolitic alphabet to distinguish it from ja. In Sanskrit
the three vowels became one a (thus BSl. o >d=d <a, ¢/Skr. 0 >d
»a=a=a <d <e), e remaining long enough to cause the palatalization
of IE. k g before it; the vowels had been identified by the Vedic
period (c. 1ooo B.c.) By analogy, we may infer as probable that the
Early Proto-Slavonic period should be dated before 1000 B.C.

One consequence of the palatalization was that a following ¢ became
a: R. slyfaf *hear' (for -ét). There is no way of dating this change,
though it may quite well have followed shortly after the first palataliza-
tion.
14. (¢) Middle Proto-Slavonic. By reason of a number of related
changes in the Middle Proto-Slavonic period (10001 B.C.?) the Slavon-
ic languages gained their special vowel-complexion. The order of
these changes may be debatable in some cases, but that they occurred
‘in series is clear enough. If we compare OB. kamy ‘stone’ with
L. akmud Gk. &qev “anvil’, it is evident that we must proceed from
*-dm to -y, and this implies the stages *-dn >®-in (vowel closed by the
nasal in final syllable) >*-@ (nasal vowel) >®-u (denasalized vowel)

»-y (mixed vowel for back vowel). In final syllables vowels were
closed ‘one degree before n or 5 all syllables closed by a nasal gave
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nasal vowels (possibly first in final syllables, as in Lithuanian), and
the nasal element disappeared from the narrower vowels; the soft
vowels were distinguished from the hard or normal vowels, and hard
vowels after a palatal element became soft; @ and u were pronounced
more centrally, so as to become 'mixed’ instead of ‘back’ vowels;
diphthongs became monophthongs, and the CSL. ¢ came into being as
a common result of é and ai, i, The most probable order of changes
seems to have been: (i) on o5 ons final >un us uns, (ii) rise of nasal
vowels in closed syllables: § 4 0=4 ¢, (iii) loss of -n -5, (iv) shift of back
vowels (u o but not o g-tml‘} to front vowels (i ¢) after a palatal
element (7): ju jo >jf _]e, (v) denasalization of the narrow vowels (u ),
(vi) development of Sl. y 4 §, (vii) reduction of diphthongs to monoph-
thongs: ow e of ai ef >>u ju e i, (viii) final & >>¢&/@ >4, otherwise £ only,
e.g. OR. loc. sing. vole# cf. Gk. oiker "at home', (ix) identification of
E3é=4 Joi ai.

With regard to denasalization, it should be noted that there are
several categories of nasal vowels. The escape of air through the nose
results from the lowering of the uvula, and this may be varied accord-
ing to three grades, numbered 1 2 3 by Jespersen. Grade 1 is a slight
lowering of the uvula throughout the whole discourse, and gives what
is called a "nasal accent’; 2 is the normal lowering as for nasal con-
sonants and Portuguese nasal vowels; 3 is a deep lowering which
touches the tongue when raised and prevents the formation of narrow
nasalized vowels, as in French and Polish. It follows that in Middle
Proto-5lavonic the grade of lowering was increased, with the result
that the narrow vowels were eliminated. (In Fr. fin, to presérve tne
nasalization the vowel has been opened to [£].) There were no narrow
nasals in Slavonic when Germanic words in «mg and -umg were
borrowed in the first years of the Christian era.

It is possible also to give a relative order for some changes in
conjugation. The perfect must have been lost at a very early date,
since only faint traces of it survive (R. ved ‘after all' cf. Gk. olfa <
*woid- pf. 'l know'). Indo-European distinguished durative from
perfective aspects by means of stems (e-grade /zero-grade: Gk. Adime,/
Enmrov). Slavonic used zero-grade stems to make present tenses, and so
broke down the original method of distinguishing aspect; by way of
compensation it extended the use of the s-aorist, and gave it new
forms. The aorist acquired the sense of a past definite, and led to the
creation of a new imperfect (Sl. bfachid ‘1 was' corresponds partially to
Lat. fueram ‘1 had been': ? *blié-ésom *bhu-esam). A new distinction of
aspect (imperfective,/ perfective) was built up by associating simple
verbs and verbs compounded with prefixes, and a new durative or
iterative was made by using the suffixes -va- -yva- -ja-. This procedure
was ‘completed in the latest Common Slavonic period, and was
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beginning to undermine the imperfect and aorist tenses at the opening
of the historic period in Russian and Polish.

15. (d) Late Proto-Slavonic. This period covers the entry of the
Germanic loanwords into Common Slavonic vocabulary (1st-6th
cent. A.n.) They were affected by a process similar to the second
Slavonic palatalization, hy which in original Slavonic words the
velars k g ¢h > dz (later = in some languages) #/§, under two sets of
circumstances: these are (i) after i ¢, provided no o ®oi p “E DY
followed, and (ii) before ®ai ®oi >4/ The first is exemplified by
R. oved OB. ovica < *ovika ‘sheep’, R. otéc OB. otict <*otikd “father’.
It would seem to be older than the other group (represented by OB.
vlkit “wolf’ loc. sing. vlcé nom. pl. vle), which has not been carried
out in West Slavonic when a v intervenes: R. cvet ‘flower’/Cz. kuét,
R. svesdd ‘star’/P. gwiazda. R. knjag ‘prince’ OB. hingdsi {Germ.
kuningaz (Finn. kuningas) would appear to be due to antecedent ¢, and
R. cérkod ‘church’ OB. crky < Germ. kirihha (Kirche) to the following
i: the first is one of the oldest Germanic loanwords (about 1st cent.
A.D.), and the latter one of the latest (about 6th cent.), since the former
was due to military prowess of the Migration Age, and the latter to
the Christianization of some German tribes, leading to their adoption
of Gk. wupiaxi.

16. Slavonic divisions. It is customary to divide Slavonic into East,
West and South. Of the unity of East Slavonic there is no doubt;
White Russian and Ruthenian are essentially forms of Russian which
have developed within the historical era in almost all particulars.
South*Slavonic is also closely-knit, though there is evidence of cleav-
age between Slovene with Serbocroat, on the one hand, and Bulgarian
on the other. The unity of West Slavonic is most doubtful, since there
are fundamental divergencies between Polish and Czech, while Czech
sometimes continues trends of South Russian (CSL g >Cz.Ruth. k)
and sometimes of South Slavonic (e.g. treatment of fort, denasalization
of ¢ ¢), and Slovak has some close contacts with Slovene dialects of
the north-cast and with Russian. The conception ‘West Slavonic’
thus describes a sum of coincidences, without excluding important
differences. Polish, Polabian and perhaps Wendish are sometimes
classified as Lechitic.

“The main criterion applied is the development of CSl. *f od (%4,
*kt *pt+front vowel, *dj) giving ESL & £ WSL ¢ dz = SSL Slov.
£j, S.¢ d, Macedonian dial. kg, B. 5t d: R. no& “night’ me£d ‘boundary’
/Cz. noc mez P. miedza/S. no¢ méda B, noit medd. With regard to y,
it remains in E and WSL. (but in CzSlk. and Ruth. has changed value
in later times), and disappears in S51.: R. syn ‘son’ /8. sin. The jers
(i f) when in strong position give ESL o e/WS5L ¢/551. aor 4: R. son
‘dream’ den “day’/P. sen Cz. den P. dzien /5. sdn ddn. S51. e { have been
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hardened, but remain soft in ES|. (save in Ruthenian) and WSI. (save
in Czech, where e has hardened); in ESL. { d # remain before them,
but in WSL (Polish and Wendish) they palatalize (e.g. P. ¢ d# rz:
cialo “body’ dzied ‘day’ rzecz ‘thing'/R. télo des rec’ ‘speech’). The
nasal vowels o ¢ persist only in P. q ¢, after notable vicissitudes;
otherwise they give ESLCz.5. u ¢, Slov. o ¢, MB. d e. Other distinc-
tions arise from the fort formula, i.e. when /e precedes r/l between
consonants. In such cases ESL. torot, etc., shows characteristic “full
vocalism'/P.Wend. trot shows metathesis/CzSlk.S5l. trat shows
metathesis and change of vowel. Sonant r / existed in Old Bulgarian
(spelt ri ri lid If), and exist in Czechoslovak; Serbocroat and Slovene
have sonant r; in Serbocroat sonant | has been vocalized as u: R,
polnyy ‘full' P. pelny Cz. plny S. piin B. pdin-. In ESL initial (j)e-
under certain conditions >o: R. oléd ‘stag’/S. jélen. In the field of
syntax S5l da- finite verb largely replaces E. and WSL. use of the
infinitive. The accent is free in E. and S5I. (but has been shifted in
fto- and kagj-Serbocroat and in Slovene); it is generally bound in
Wil (CzSlk. initial, Wend. initial with tendency to secondary accent
on the penultimate, P. penultimate, free in Cassubian and Polabe.)
CSL g »voiced h in CzSlk. Upper Wend., WR., Ruth., and >[y] in
Southern Great Russian. Quantity is retained only by CazSlk.,
Slov.5., though much altered; tone by Slov.S.
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THE ALPHABET

17. The problem. Writing in or about the year A.p. g14, the Bulgarian
monk Chrabrii defined the problem of spelling Slavonic in these
terms:

Hitherto the Slavs had no books. While yet pagans they read
and wrote cryptically by means of marks and cuts. When
converted to Christianity, they expressed the Slavonic speech
unsystematically in Roman and Greek writing. But how could
they accurately write in Greek letters bogi, Fivotid, dsélo, criivi,
cajanije, Yirota, jadd, odii, junosti or jezyki, and others like them?
So0, after many years, God sent them a saintly philosopher,
Constantine, also called Cyril, a just and true man, and he made
for them 38 letters, some according to the value of the Greeck
letters, others according to the Slavonic tongue.

An excellent example of the "unsystematic’ use of the Roman alphabet
is the papal bull of 1136 in Polish, which is distinguished for the large
number of equivalent renderings for single Slavonic sounds. In
Greek, the Emperor Constantine Porphyrogenitus’s transcriptions of
Slavonic names and words show the highest degree of accuracy that
could be obtained along such lines.

The Slavonic palatalizations had produced a number of sounds for
which there were no Greek or Latin equivalents: ¢ (roughly Eng. ch
in church), df (Eng. g in George) which had become an affricate #
(Eng. z in azure), § (Eng. sh in shin), ¢ (Eng. t5 in bets), dz (Eng. ds in
beds). The Greek alphabet had a sign x for the Slavonic voiceless
velar fricative, to which the Roman responded by ¢k, which had been
adopted by German and is treated as a single letter when it occurs in
Slavonic. Gk. p had become fricative v, and so raised a problem about
representing b in Cyrillic, which was not felt by those who used
Roman as their basis: they opposed to occlusive b fricative v or w (uu
used in medizval Latin to represent a Germanic sound). Similarly,
Roman u represented Sl w, but Greek required the two letters ou,
sometimes written as a ligature &, since Gk. v was a "'mixed’ vowel of
the nature of French u, German i.

Under Medizval Latin conditions the letters i j were frequently
used to denote palatal glides, and they offered a chance of specializa-
tion: vocalic ¢/semivocalic j. Gk. n 1 were both vocalic { in the ninth
century, and so the Greek alphabet offered one resource less than the
Roman. Neither, however, was quite adequate to express the subtle



THE ALPHABET b1

nuances of Slavonic pronunciation, according to which the whole
series of consonants was divided into “hard’ (i.e. normal) and ‘soft’
(i.e. accompanied by a palatal off-glide). The velars were hard, and
their palatalizations (¢ d§ & § ¢ dz etc.) were all soft. Hardening of
these palatals is a feature of the independent histories of the Slavonic
tongues. The labials (p & m) did not change timbre when softened, but"
under some conditions developed a palatal consonant () between
themselves and the following vowel. The sounds produced upon the
teeth or gums (dentals or alveolars: ¢ d [ r n 5 2) were liable to more
serious modification, since they could be ‘hard’, or ‘soft’ (before
front vowels), or converted into palatals (before the semivowel or
glide j}, without quite losing unity of timbre. This happens sporadi-
cally in some pronunciations of English, as the ¢ in note (hard) nature
(soft) try (palatal) or the first » in wnite (hard) unton (soft) omion
(palatal). To cope with this situation neither model alphabet offered
adequate resources. Roman ¢ j were made to serve more or less
adequately. In Old Bulgarian a circumflex to the right of a letter
indicated softening or palatalization, as zeml’p izmén’ emiimid; but the
usage was not entirely consistent nor did it descend to later Cyrillic
alphabets.

The Slavonic vowels were no less troublesome. There was nothing
in Greek or Latin answering to Sl. ¢, the two jers (@ ) or the two
nasals (¢ ¢). Moreover, the Slavonic vowels were often preceded by a
palatal on-glide resembling the semivowel [j] when initial or after
another vowel; this involved making signs for ja ju je jo je. After a soft
consonant, which had an off-glide [j], the vowel inevitably began with
a palatal on-glide, and this raised the question whether this feature
should be marked in the consonant or in the vowel. Complete
consistency in this respect eluded even John Hus, the founder of the
modern Czech alphabet.

Latin supplied no signs for stress, tone or quantity. The Greek
signs were originally tonal, but in the ninth century represented stress.
Old Bulgarian spelling does not record these distinctions systemati-
cally, though Russo-Slavonic documents make frequent use of the
acute accent to mark stress. It is possible that Old Bulgarian,
like Modern Bulgarian, lacked precise distinctions of tone and
quantity, and the fall of the stress-accent was taken for granted in
an alphabet for the use of natives who knew perfectly well where the
stress fell. To distinguish quantity, Hus was able to use the acute
in the sense given to it by Old English and Old Norse usage.
The tonal diacritics used for Serbocroat and Slovene are entirely
modern,

Finally, as the Old Bulgarian alphabet was designed to serve for
translations from Greek religious works, signs had to be included for



62

THE ALPHABET

purely Greek sounds: ¢ (which only developed later in Slavomg from
final v >f, chv >f or piv >f) w € 8 u y (in its medizval Greek value
before front vowels) co.

18. Comparative table of Slavonic alphabets.

Otd | V9| Ner | Trans-
Glage- | Cynil- | {748 \Cyril. | litera- | Latin Notes
lie of OC lic | tiom
+ & 1 a a a Long vowels (Cz. 4, etc.) are not
separately noted in this table.
i | Slovak [=] after labials.
e L] L1 b b
v [ a B v v w | CzSlk.S.Slov.v,/P.Wend.w.
. r 3 r gh | g h | CzSik.UpWend.Ruth.h,
r g Ruth.g.
o A 4 R d d
d | Cz8lk.d (palatalized).
b dj 4 | 5. (palatalized).
» & L1 e e [
& | Czl[je],Wend.[ia].
& & R.[j2]. The diacritic is not as a
rule used.
& ie Ruth.
8 2 R.WR., without palatal on-glide.
& | UpWend. closed [e]
H ® * i £ 3 | Pt Husused dot. Arm.t Av.a
& s ] dz dz | Am.§ =t
d# | P. (palatalized), Wend.
. 3 2 o z z | Gh.minuscule 3={.
i | P. (palatalized), Wend.
TTa " g n iy i Ruth. tranaliteration v =[e].
0O B. also stands for ji ji.
i 1o i i i WR. i used instead of w. P.i is
often a sign of the palatalization
of the previous consonant, O B,
also stands for ji ji.
i i Ruth. [ji].
i i i 5. Cyrillic j from Latin, Si
R J ] plllt-lllﬂt'iuin ity d:“;J ﬁ;g-n of
L E Gk. ¥ (palatalized),
» " 0 " k k Gk. minuscule X, Arm. §
a | A 10 a | 1 P. 1 is palatal,
I' P. *hollow” or “dark’ .
1 Slovak long sonunt,
ES i | 5. palutal; sometimes written 1.
= mn 40 ("] m m =
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liee

Old
Cyril-

lic

Num-

of OC

Troam

Cywril-| litera-

tiom

Latin

Notes

[ ]

- & 0

™

50

oo

3

888 §%8

g =~

kB ™=no

aa’-

e -

Gk. cursive ¥
P.Wend.6,Cety (palatalized).
5. palaml; sometimes written .

P. [u], UpWend [ua];
C:éll{:l.h:g[o:]. o)
Slovak & =uo. o

Crt i , Wend. i
P_'r': [i,'.-’i : o * el

Slovak long sonant.

P.Wend. palatalized sibilant.
Arm. = and Sl m due to Gk.
minuscule o,

WR. semivowel,

Cz. [u:), formerly uo.

Originally only in Gk. words,
5.5lov. h.

UpWend. init. aspirated k.

Gk. @ in Gk. words.

Hebrew ¥, T Arm.g.

Per. Arm. 2 ; Av.Y (written
night to left).

P.dé. Only Serb uses 1; other
languages T,

P.sz. Hebrew @ Arabic o= Ax o,
OB.MB.At; 5.8t is not a ligature.
{mrr); R.OCz. 82 (R. often [§' i1 H
Pszcz. Alwayvs a ligature in
Av o (lt) e {ﬂ.}

0OB.o; MB.A (with the sound of
Rumanian i); R. genenllv not
transcribed as it only indicated
the normal (hard) pronunciation
of a previous consonant, but
represented by * when indicating
hardness of a consonant before a
soft vowel; limited to this use in
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Num-
Old : New |[Trami-
Glago- | cyrit. | £€al| Cyril- | litera- |Latin Notes
lic | of O‘E lic | tiom
ATHTSS| BB 1] ¥ y | Mixed [1], pronounced with
tongue retracted but lips un-
o s
] k b i’- OB.I; R. * above or after conso-
nant; MB. transliterated * where
occurring (e.g. Bot'ov). (The
acute accent represents length in
CzSlk. vowels and sonants, and
OP. vowels; but represents only
softening of consonants and stress
or rising tone of vowels in
transliterations.)
i ® | E In Glagolitic also ja; Arm. £=(j)e.
r W 0 |ju'u The Cyrillic sign results from
contraction of Gk.1ou, The trans-
literation “u is here used for OB,
after consonants.
7] A ja’a For Glla:ulmc see above, Some-
times ‘a.
[ je Sametimes ‘e,
£ sas | oo - ¢ |P.g [£] is a later development.
= A E i s |Pa Bl OBg MBA; Av
¢ (nasal) was m‘h‘.u k. t
% | i
" "3 | jgje OB.jg; MB.ja (w% replaced by A
in 1923).
B | 6o ks | x |Gk minuscule £=£, in Gk.
words; Cz. x occamonally in
foreign words and names; P.x
occasionally found.
¥ | 700 ps Gk. words only.
- -+ 9 o f Rﬂh words only; now disused in
v | 400 v i In Gk. words only.

In rendering Old Bulgarian words (except when quoting texts) the
present writers have adopted Leskien’s method of attempting a
phonetic version rather than a letter-for-letter transliteration. Thus,
I'ubi for ljubd, prva (with sonant r) for privi, and so on. On the other
hand the softness of such OB. consonants as ¢, f and the rest has not
normally been indicated by a tick, since (as explained later) these
consonants were always (at any rate originally) soft. L’ 4 7 followed by
front vowels (e.g. kosi) indicate an original [ nj rj and (as certain
evidence would suggest) a pronunciation differing somewhat from
I n r followed by front vowels.

Other languages (c.g. Russian) are transliterated letter for
letter, so far as the system of transliteration permits. Except in
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Chapter V, Russian has been transliterated to facilitate comparison.

In some works OB. o is represented by the sign g, and the Russian
hard and soft signs (+ &) are used (e.g. by Leskien) for OB. a i.

1g. Glagolitic (OB. glagoli "word') and Cyrillic. Chrabrii’s account
prepares us to expect an alphabet of personal and scholarly character,
but not two alphabets mutually related and with marked idiosyn-
crasics. The older was possibly the Glagolitic, in which the most
ancient texts are redacted. It has continued in liturgical use in some
parts of Yugoslavia. It may have been the alphabet of the Moravian
mission of Methodius and Cyril (863 ff.), the fruits of which were
gathered by the Latin Church. Yet, about g4, it was possible for a
Bulgarian. monk to suppose there had only been one alphabet, the
Cyrillic, and to attribute it to Methodius's brother Constantine (or
Cyril). Its identification with Orthodox Christianity causes it to be the
only alphabet in use among the Russians or Serbs. A difference of
dialect reveals itself: Glagolitic agrees with East Bulgarian in con-
sidering ja to be a function of é (which corresponds to ea in Rumanian
loanwords from Slavonic), with only one sign for both, but Cyrillic
and West Bulgarian distinguish two vowels. Glagolitic is based on
Greek minuscule writing of the ninth century, as may be seen in the
cquivalents of g d & n ¢; but it is also characterized by arbitrariness,
which leads to the creation of new letters where there is no need
{v m s f)and a riot of fancy expressed in small circles. Cyrillic is just as
nbviously marked by prudence and boldness in its use of the Greek
uncial. The style, indeed, shows rather too much firmness in its
heavy downstroke and serifs, with scarcely visible connecting hair-
lines. The letters b v k, a I, and n i are not easily distinguishable at
nmes.

Provision was made in Glagolitic for the transeription of purely
Greck sounds in Greek words (y 8 v 9 w). Other letters were added
for this purpose in Cyrillic (€ w).

To solve the special problems offered by Slavonic the authors of
these alphabets, and especially of Glagolitic, seem to have relied
heavily on their inventive genius. The opening of the upper loop to
give an octlusive b in Cyrillic and the use of the clement & in the
consecutive letters it y i € seem to be examples of such a procedure. It
is noteworthy that the Cyrillic inventor should have accepted the
Glagolitic resolution of Sl y into d-4, He concurred in the need to
distinguish certain vowels which begin with a palatal on-glide or
semivowel, and increased the series from ju jo je by adding ja je. The
series was left incomplete, however, in respect of ji ji, which are
represented by a simple vowel sign (f) in Old Bulgarian texts. The
author of Glagolitic obviously recognized an a-quality in the vowel &,
a quality which may be found in modern East Bulgarian, and is
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recorded in Rumanian loanwords as ea. In Cyrillic the sound of # was
represented by a new letter and distinguished from ja, but the Glago-
litic sign was adapted to represent ¢, which presumably had for the
Cyrillic author a very open quality (such as nasal [§]). Both tran-
scriptions seem to find an o-quality in the hard nasal (g).

Were hints taken from other alphabets than Greek? The alphabet-
makers were Biblical scholars and so were likely to know something of
the Hebrew alphabet. Constantinople was a cosmopolitan capital,
where there had reigned an Armenian dynasty, and Syrians and per-
haps some Parthians might be ‘'met in the streets. An Armenian
alphabet had been formed to preserve the Christian scriptures. It was
indebted to the Greek uncial and also to the script used by the Sas-
sanian monarchs to preserve the Zoroastrian Avesta. The letter § is
probably due to Hebrew, though the same sign is found in other
Semitic alphabets (Arabic and Ethiopian), and also in Avestic. In
Avestic §f and §¢ are always ligatures. It is odd that this combination
of two sounds should have been placed in the Slavonic alphabets,
though the simple elements were clearly understood. Signs for £ were
formed for Armenian and Avestic, not wholly unlike the Slavonic
ones. The dental affricate ¢ was to be found in Hebrew in a shape not
too unlike that used in the Cyrillic and Glagolitic scripts. The sign used
in Cyrillic for ds has a dental quality (f) in Armenian, The sign for
palatal affricate ¢ resembles Cyrillic, but not Glagolitic, in the Armenian
and Avestic alphabets. Armenian scribes found a sign for je/e, and in
the Avestas there is a nasal vowel sign for g. Whether the Slavonic
alphabet-makers incurred such debts or no, they certainly impressed
on their letters two distinct and colourful personalities, and removed
their work from obvious comparison with any other alphabet than the
Greek.

20, Later Cyrillic. A new epoch was opened in thie early eighteenth
century by the use of Peter the Great's Russian ‘civil alphabet’
(grafddnskaja dzbuka/peédf). It was extraordinarily conservative: it
recognized, as Russo-Slavonic had already done, that there were only
two Russian sounds corresponding to the four Slavonic characters for
o/u ¢/ja, but it left two characters for f, two for ¢ and ¢, and retained
the two jers which had no longer an-alphabetical value; it failed to
provide a sign for jo, continued the Russo-Slavonic tradition of
representing a central dialect under northern conditions (so that g has
three values: g v h, and there is no proper representation of the
variations of @ ¢ ¢ under and away from stress), and was even retro-
grade in abandoning the use of the stress accent, found sporadically in
older Russo-Slavonic texts. The whole phonetic complexion of a
Russian word depends on the fall of the stress. It was an advantage to
distinguish the letter ¢ from the second half of a diphthong (n), and,
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as ¢ always had a palatal on-glide, to provide a reversed e to express
the predominantly foreign sound without this glide. The system was
simplified by the provisional Government in 1917, when % o i were
discarded together with otiose +.

What was chiefly gained from the “civil alphabet’, apart from legi-
bility and a certain degree of approximation to the West, was a final
cleavage between the liturgical and lay use of cultured speech.
Modifications were introduced for Ruthenian (g /k je/e ji/i) and White
Russian (4, i for »), and the Russian alphabet has been applied to a
wide range of non-Slavonic languages within the Soviet Union. In
Bulgaria the Old Cyrillic naturally lasted long. After attempts at
simplification, a system was established in 1923 in which there were
two signs (= and x, not always used etymologically) for 4 ([z] as in
Eng. above), ¢ had two sounds, and the jers were often otiose. On
February 15 1945 the orthography was reformed as follows: x and %
are abolished, being replaced by +, ¢ and # (except in ¢x ‘are’, which
is now written ca); % is dropped at the end of words; and & is only
used to indicate softness before an o. A very important modification of
the “civil alphabet’ was effected by Vuk Stefanovié Karadzié for the
transcription of Serbian at the beginning of the nineteenth century.
There being no distinction of *hard’ and "soft” vowels and consonants
in Serbian, he was able to isolate the semivowel j and use for it a
letter borrowed from Roman type. He also added signs for ¢ d lj nj d#.
Croat provides Roman equivalents for all the Serbian signs, and so is
normally used in comparative grammars.

Rumanian was officially written in Cyrillic until about 1860, It
conformed to Bulgarian idiosyncrasies (e.g., the alternation ‘of ea/e,
f for final ch, etc.), and provides Latin equivalents for Slavonic
sounds (4 f, 4 as in Bulgarian, final unstressed ¢ non-syllabic, ¢+ front
vowel=35l, ¢, f=5L ¢, g+ front vowel=5l. df, j=8L. £, y=5I. ). This
alphabet has, in its turn, influenced the new Turkish alphabet.

21. Germano-Latin alphabets (Czech, Polish, Wendish). Glagolitic
extended as far as Bohemia in occasional use; notable examples are a
Passionale (14th cent.) and a Bible (1416). Generally speaking, how-
ever, the model to be followed in Central Europe was the Roman
alphabet, as it was understood in the Middle Ages and as it had been
adapted to represent German sounds. The form taken by letters until
the end of the eighteenth century was Gothic (known to the Slavs as
‘Swabian’). The Roman letters had variable values (e.g. £ g) and entered
into numerous combinations to express Romance sounds: further
combinations gave sounds peculiarly Germanic; and between Latin,
Romance and Germanic there were resources for expressing most
Czech and Polish sounds. The history of these alphabets differs
from those of the Balkans and Russia chicfly because they were not
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rationalized by any single mind until the Czech Hus (c. 1374-1415)
issued his alphabet for Czech. There has been no commensurate reform
of Polish, which largely continues the medizval tradition of double
letters for single sounds, together with some elements of Hus's
diacritical system. Before Hus, Czech and Polish development was
essentially on the same lines: (i) to single Latin letters were assigned
more than one sound, so that the 25 letters could express almost
double their number of sounds: OCz, cas=das, OCz. zen=Fed, OCz,
kazy=hkd$i, etc. As the equivalences were only approximate a con-
siderable number of Latin approximations were possible for any one
Slavonic sound, as P. ¢ ch che x zi (1136) for ¢; while one Latin letter
might have to express many sounds, as P. z (1136) forzsffdzdéc i
Each approximation throws some light on the nature of the Slavonic
sound, and sometimes on its historical transformations. (ii) The
attempt was made to standardize the expression of Czech and Polish
sounds (in Bohemia from the 14th-16th centuries) by assigning to each
Roman letter its own Latin sound, and using combinations to express
the remaining Slavonic sounds. These combinations were very num-
erous, as they were in the earliest Romance spellings, but there was a
tendency to eliminate most of them in favour of a single convention in
each case. For instance ¢ could be expressed by OCz. ¢ cc 5 ¢5 5c 35 53
ch chz chs sch cz ¢z tes exi and (after Hus had introduced his &) by
€ fctcf té, and £ by OCz. = 5 55 2z % £ £ zi. Polish and Hungarian
orthography of today arises from selection from these possibilities:
£=P. ¢z Hungarian ¢s. Hus assigned Latin senses to Latin letters,
taking ch to be a ligature expressing a single sound; he distinguished
between ¢ and k, but allowed to g its two medizval values; and he
added diacritics to modify the primitive sounds. He showed palataliza-
tion by a point in si 4 ¢ ¢ £ § 7 and velarization in [, while length was
marked by a comma above the vowel. P. # retains the point. The
Moravian Brethren adopted Hus's system in the main and so secured
its acceptance more generally, but they introduced modifications in
their Bible of Kralice (1579-83). They preferred a looped [ to a dotted
one, and this has given P. /. The remaining points signified palataliza-
tion; the Brethren preferred chevrons (¥) to dots in some cases, and in
others added commas (*): Cz. £4 £ F §/r d. They allowed some double
letters sporadically and used v y somewhat irregularly. All in all,
however, they gave a powerful impetus to the use of the reformed
spelling, and there radiated from it an influence over Poland into
Lithuania and Latvia, as well as southward into Slovenia and Croatia,
Consistency and analogy operated some improvements in Czech
spelling in the nineteenth century. For example, g was reduced to a
single value, and falilegsky gegj have become galilejsky jeji, while
¥ au w were replaced by j ou v: dey obauwati/MCz. dej obouvati, The
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resulting phonetic accuracy is so great that it is convenient to use the
Czech alphabet for most purposes of comparison between Slavonic
languages, with only occasional recourse to a phonetic alphabet.

Upon these principles Czechoslovak and Polish have reached the
following solutions of the cruces of Slavonic spelling:—The palatals
are Cz. £ P. cs, Cz. £ P. %, Cz. ¥ P. sz, Cz.P. ¢, P. dz d2,(OCz. &)
P. szcx (cf. Magyar es=¢ as=4% s=§se=3 ¢ {cz=c). West Slavonic
palatalization of dento-alveolars gives Cz. #P. ra, Cz. i P. #, Cz. ¢ d
P. ¢ d2, OCz. I/l MP. /4 Followed by a vowel these palatals are
written nf etc. in Polish, e.g. kos “horse’ GS. konia. In addition to
these letters there are P, § # to indicate softenings of 5 2. Both use
ch [x] in the German sense, and Cz. & is a voiced fricative (5L g),
whereas P. & is voiceless and frequently pronounced [x].

The development of vowel signs is rather more complex, since it
covers developments within the historical record of the separate
languages. In Medizval Polish and in Czech new quantities developed
and sometimes led to closing of long vowels by way of diphthongs;
quantity has wholly disappeared from Polish, and it is only the change
of quality that it denoted. Hence P. ¢ is [u], but was originally a
lengthened o; Cz. 4 is [u:] through OCz. us, and is still long. An acute
accent on a Czechoslovak vowel is a sign of its length: d € { 6 u ¥;
Cz. & represents [je] or ['e). The Slavonic *mixed’ narrow vowel y is
represented by P. y, and was so represented by Hus, though Cz. y has
since become simply [i]. This is an example of specialization between
two alternative symbols of the Roman alphabet. For most of the
Middle Ages, however, /j/y were interchangeable, and y was some-
times dotted in the attempt to make a distinction. It was Hus who
established the distinction of 1 and y for Czech in_1406; before that
the sound 'y had been represented by wi (OCz. Buitsow Buistrice for
Byd#ov Bystfice), as in the Old Slovene of the Freising manuscripts,
in accordance with OHG. wi= MHG. i. The two weak fers had ceased
to be vocalic before Czech or Polish documents arose, and so presented
no alphabetic problem.

The two nasal vowels had been replaced by simple vowels before
the first Czechoslovak documentation, but nasalization has persisted
in Polish. In the twelfth century they still preserved the Common
Slavonic differences, though with a strong tendency to come together.
In the Bull of 1136 Sl. ¢ ¢ are represented by loosely approximate
Roman spellings: an am en em un um o u e: Balowanz Dambnizia
Deuentliz Lunciz Sodous Chomesa Chrustov= Bialowqs Dabnica
Dziewigtlic Leczyea Zadowe Chomigia Chrzastore. From approximately
the values of nasal [4] and [], the two nasals coalesced in a single
sound which began to be written with strokes on either side or a
through-stroke in the thirteenth century; Gobin (1253)= Gqbin, Keblou
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(1285)= Keblowe. This letter took other forms, such as ¢, and in the
sixteenth century was a, as well as av as 4. By this time a distinction
of length had developed, and the short nasal vowel was denoted by ¢
borrowed from the Medizval Latin alphabet, in which ¢= . This led
to placing a subscript iota beneath the apparently Greek long nasal
(#), which was latinized as g. To the distinction of length connoted
by a/¢ was added a distinction of quality: front/back, and at last the
quantitative difference disappeared in the eighteenth century, leaving
MP. q [3]/¢ [i]- Thanks to the Polish practice a cedilla is used in
Slavonic grammars as a sign of nasalization, and in Lithuanian as a
sign of former nasalization.

The Lithuanian and Latvian languages were spelt under the influ-
ence first of Polish and German, then of Czech. The Lithuanian
palatals are ¢ f £ df (formerly cz sz # d4) and dental ¢ dz. The former
nasal vowels g ¢ § u are now long simple vowels. L. { u are short vowels
and ¢ o d y [iz] are long; a and ¢ may be long or short. The diphthongs
ie uo are written # 4 in older works, in which a hard | ({) may also be
discerned. On the Lithuanian accents see section 22. In Latvian soft
k g n L are distinguished by an apostrophe placed above or below; long
vowels are indicated by a bar (d), and o stands for the diphthong uo.*

Note.—The Slovak authorities now propose to introduce a reform of the
spelling that will make it more phonétic and, incidentally, increase the difference
to the eye between Slovak and Czech. According to the new system, softness
before i will in all cases be indicated, so that the present 0 di, for instance,
will be written ¢'i d'i. This 1llll'ill3:1r1nuit the abolition of the letter y, the present ¢y,
for instance, being written fi. her points are the replacement of & by we, and
1 by = when so pronounced.

ilologie, v. pp,
7 osunck pisma mowy' in Kedtha Grama Jrex
Jeeyha Folikicgo (Lwow, 1927); J. Gebauer, Historickd 7 gt
(Prague, tla;l.ipm.unﬂnlr-uliunﬂmn{ H.unimucnni;luh_-,
A. Morison, N. Jopson and C. B. in The Slavomic Reviews, Vols. xii and xij;,



Chapter IV

COMMON SLAVONIC AND
OLD BULGARIAN

A. S50UNDS

22. Stress, Tome, Length. Old Bulgarian orthography does not
suffice to show how the stress fell, or whether there were changes of
mausical pitch, or whether syllables varied in length. It is known that
OB. 0 ¢ @ { represent originally short vowels, and that all others
represent original long vowels or diphthongs; but it is not certain that
in the ninth to eleventh centuries OB. o ¢ were shorter than OB. a &
There is no distinction of quantity in Modern Bulgarian. The Greek
tonic accents had become marks of stress; the circumflex was used in
Old Bulgarian to denote palatalization of consonants, and the acute as
a mark of stress was chiefly in use in Russia. In Modern Bulgarian
the stress is free, and the same was probably true of Old Bulgarian.
On the other hand, by comparing certain features of Russian, Modern
Bulgarian, Czechoslovak, Slovene and Serbocroat, it becomes clear
that Common Slavonic possessed free stress, musical tones (including
a distinction between rising and falling long tones), and long and short
quantities,

Words are organized by varying the stream of outgoing breath
cither in energy of utterance (stress) or in musical pitch (tone) or in
the length of particular syllables (quantity). Though in theory these
are three different accidents of words, they are in practice mutually
related. A stressed syllable has a higher tone and is absolutely longer
than an unstressed syllable. Cz. stary “old’ (stressed short/unstressed
long) has absolute proportions of about 5: 4; so that the quantity
ascribed to syllables is strictly relative. If the energy of stress is
increased above a certain unit there is increasing difference in tone
and quantity between the stressed syllable and the others; but every-
thing then comes to depend on the stress, and tone and length cease
to be formal elements of word-formation. This has happened in
Russian and Modern Bulgarian. Under such circumstances tone and
length are more readily available for other uses throughout the
sentence, such as expressing emotion. When the stress is relatively
weak, as in Indo-European or Lithuanian or Common Slavonic, or
when it is fixed, as in Czechoslovak upon the first syllable, conditions
favour the retention of length and tone as evidently constituent parts
of each word. But even so there must be stress. Unstressed tones are
indifferent, and it is only under stress that distinctions appear. These
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distinctions are latent in unstressed syllables, as may be seen when
stress is, for any reason, attracted upon them. We know, for instance,
that the infinitive ending -#f was intrinsically unstressed in Common
Slavonic, but had a latent rising tone, since it had poewer to attract the
stress from a previous falling tone. We can also discover latent stress
by comparing one form with another; e.g., for the nom. sing. fem.
Gk. -n we can compare Gk. Aipwn wopued so as to conclude that the
latent tone of the 1 in the first word was acute or rising.

Because of their interrelations both stress and tone are included
under the one concept of accent. The word is sometimes used
ambiguously or indifferently, and sometimes defined as ‘stress
accent’ or ‘musical accent’; it hardly serves an independent purpose,
but it does recognize the connection inevitably existing between
stress and tone,

Tone is also affected by quantity. A short quantity is assumed to be
a unit of length, and therefore a short stressed element has a high
tone, but no differentiation within it. A long syllable or vowel is
assumed to have two units of length, and the tone may rise or fall from
the first unit to the second (0d/do). The interval may cover about five
semitones. In Greek script the rise under siress of the short is equated
to the rise within the vowel of a stressed long, and both receive an
acute accent (); the falling long is analysed as due to an initial rise and
later fall (06) which gives for result the circumflex accent (*). In
contracted words this is a matter of historical record: Homeric
dpéus/dpéw becomes Attic Gk. &&. In transcribing Lithuanian,
unfortunately, the Greek accents were applied to corresponding
grammatical forms, so that Gk. bwpa-as ‘stepmother’ provided a
visible parallel to L. mergd mergds ‘maid' (the acute accent being
reserved for stressed longs). But mergds is pronounced with a rising
tone, and L. ndsis ‘nose’ has a falling tone, which is quite contrary to
the facts of Greek, Slavonic and Indo-European.

The free Slavonic accent is best exemplified in Russian, though it
also occurs in Bulgarian, éa-Serbocroat and Cassubian. It may fall
on any syllable; numbering from the end we haye : R. 1 nogd ‘foot’,
Z térem ‘attic’, 3 stiskivaf ‘compress’, 4 wklddyvajut ‘they pack up’,
§ zadérgivajutsja ‘(curtains) are drawn’, 6 vydvimwvfiesia ‘drawn out’,
7 vospityvajuidiesja ‘being educated’. The accent is not constant as
between related words (R. stekls ‘glass’, stekdlnyj ‘of glass’, stékly ko
‘little glass’) or within the declension of a single word (R.NS. sestrd
‘sister’ NP. séstry GP. sestér). In Russian the phenomenon known as
dharie, that is the reduction of a 0  in unstressed syllables, shows two
grades of reduction. The syllables immediately before and after the
stressed syllable (especially the pretonic) are middling in clearness
and tone, and those further away are more relaxed. Thus R, doriga
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‘road’/dorogd “dear’ are distinguished as [dariga]/[deragd], the
pretonic being more tense than the posttonic. When we allow for
rising and falling tone in long stressed syllables, we find that the
Common Slavonic word must have been organized thus:

- (a) With rising tone (b) With falling tone

it :
|
i

It is because of this relative prominence of the pretonic and post-
tonic syllables that the Slavonic accent-shifts have occurred. Syllables
of middle stress and tone are not so unlike the lower portions of rising
and falling tones as to preclude confusion due to a slight anticipation
or retraction of the peak of intonation, Hence R. volk ‘wolf’ vilki/
wvolkdm shows the stress attracted to a following unstressed syllable
with latent rising tone, while in fto- and Aaj- Serbocroat the stress is
attracted away from the last syllable of all words: R. zimd ‘winter’
€a-8. zimd/ §to-S. zima. There is free accent in Sanskrit also, and, by
a curious device, the Vedic texts are accented not by showing the
stressed syllable but by marking the lower tone of the syllable
immediately preceding (amuddtta) and the falling tone of the syllable
following (svarita): Skr. ag-mi-nd (stress on mi) ‘by fire'. It seems
probable, therefore, that the Russian system represents not only
Common Slavonic but also Indo-European practice.

Greek submitted to a trisyllabic rule whereby the accent could fall
only on one of the last three syllables, and then only according to
quantity. Thus Greek evidence for Indo-European stress and intona-
tion, invaluable for the final syllable, is untrustworthy elsewhere, as
one may see on comparing Skr. bhdramanas/Gk. pepéuevos ‘borne’,
Classical Latin also depends on quantity. In pre-classical Latin,
Irish, the Germanic languages, Magyar, etc., there is another type of
accentuation which depends on a physiological consideration. During
the utterance of a word there is a diminishing fow of breath from the
lungs, so that end syllables are lower and more relaxed than any others.
This is noted for long syllables in Vuk KaradZi¢'s accentuation of
Serbocroat: in S. jélénd (GP.) ‘of the deer’ there is only one high tone
and stress accent, the first; the other two syllables are of indefinite
tone and no stress, but are marked with falling intonation because of
the lowering due to diminishing breath. Conversely, the same con-
siderations make the first syllable of the word relatively clear and
emphatic, If the stress elsewhere be weak, or in emphatic utterance,
the first syllable is thus fitted to attract stress to itself. This has
happened to West Slavonic, in Czechoslovak and Wendish, in historic
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times (cf. Latvian); but the development is clearly later than the
Common Slavonic period, because the law of strong and weak position
of @ 1 applies to these languages as much as to any other (see
section 27). The initial stress has been attributed by some scholars to
imitation of near-by German; but as it conforms to a general law of
breath there seems no binding need to admit foreign influence. With
primary initial stress Czechoslovak develops also secondary stresses,
which often fall on the penultimate: Cz. mepovesu neobydeiny
prondsiedovite. In the Wendish region these penultimate secondary
accents increase in energy, and in Polish they become primary. In
this way, Polish penultimate accentuation (cf. Welsh) is to be derived
from an earlier West Slavonic initial stress still operative in Czecho-
slovak (cf. Irish), but neither principle is Common Slavonic.

With regard to the Baltic languapes there are scholars who have
heard two peaks in certain tones. While Leskien heard the first vowel
of L. hidas 'manner’ as steadily rising, Sievers (Grundziige der
Phonetik, 5th ed., para. 607) explained it as rising slightly, falling, and
finally rising to a peak (~/"). L. drfi ‘to plough’ (long falling tone)
corresponds to Latv. aft, which Endzelin described as beginning clear
and loud, then interrupted by a glottal stop or relaxing of breath, then
ending abruptly (~ . or™»~). The facts are uncertain, but if true
they offer a hope of accounting for the peculiar intonation-shift of
Lithuanian. It is not from a high-toned syllable to a middle-toned ane
as in Slavonic, but within the syllable itself, in such a way that thé
rising stress has become falling and the falling rising; that is, od has
become do, and do has become od. This would be more easily under-
stood if the lower element had its own peak.

The evidence concerning accent is evidently defective, and it is not
feasible to do more than indicate the origins of intonation in general
terms together with some historical principles of wide application.
One may learn the original stress from Sanskrit, but nothing about
tone; from Greek one may learn much about stress and tone, but only
on the last syllable; from Lithuanian one may learn about stress, but
only the converse of the original tone; from Russian and Bulgarian
about stress, but not tone; from Serbocroat and Slovene about stress
and tone, but only after discounting their characteristic accent-shifts.
The process by which acutes change to circumflexes and vice versa is
known as metatony.

Original long vowels have a rising intonation in Slavonic: 5. brdt -a
R. brdt -a ‘brother’ cf. Skr. bhrdtr. Final -a of the feminine d-stems
stands for an original long vowel, and so has a rising intonation which
attracts the stress under certain conditions. The rising- stress also
occurs in Slavonic with short vowels functionally lengthened, and
with original long diphthongs (as ®*-& in infinitives in -#/ and in loc,
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sing. OB. nofti, ¢a-S. noéi R. noéi ‘night’). The falling tone appears
in original short diphthongs, as S. cvijet OB. codti ‘flower’, S. ziiba
‘tooth’ (GS.) (diphthong ®*om, Gk. yéuges ‘nail’ Skr. jémbha-), and as
a result of contraction, as GS. -a L. -0 <IE. *dd <{*-0-ed, LS. -¢ <IE.
*-0-i (OB. mésté “in a place’, cf. Gk. 'lofiuol olxor ‘at home’ olxot
‘houses’). This agrees with the Greek account of the circumflex as
being due to a combination of rising-falling tones.

One principle of Slavonic accent-shift is connected with the names
of Fortunatov and de Saussure. It is: An original falling tone or a tone
that became (by metatony) falling in early Slavonic times yields its
stress to 2 following syllable if this be of a rising tone. An origi
short syllable behaves in this respect like a falling syllable. The law
affects Lithuanian also, as L. bafzdq (AS.) ‘beard’ (with falling tone
on the root syllable) /barzda (with stress attracted to the rising tone; the
-d represents an original -*d), R. bdrodu (AS.)/borodd, CSI. *bérdg/
*bérdd. This was due to a shift from one peak to another. In the acc.
sing. the falling stress was followed by a (latently) falling unstresséd
syllable (. :—), so that there was no second peak; but in the nominative
(#: ) became (—:.7). The loc. sing, ®*-% and nom. pl. *-¢f differed in
accentuation; this gave different results when the diphthong became
a monophthong in the Middle Proto-Slavonic period: the rising
accent gave -4, the falling gave -é. :

In words falling within the forf-formula there were two possible
accentuations which have left different results in Russian, Czecho-
slovak and Serbocroat. In Common Slavonic these words had o/e+
r/l between consonants: as CSl. *vdrna ‘crow’ *bérza ‘bireh’ *vérni
‘raven’ *dérvo ‘tree’ [cf. L. vdrna bérdas /vainas defvq (AS.)—always
remembering that the Lithuanian accent means the exact opposite of
the Slavonic as to tone]. Analysing the long Slavonic vowels as double
units we find here opposed od/de. In Russian two syllables arise in
these cases (tort >torot), and the syllables receive stress accents
corresponding to the units of the original long: R. vordna beréza/viron
dérevo. In Czechoslovak the difference is expressed in length: od >%¢
do >*o, Cz. vrdna bfiza/vran® dfevo. In Serbocroat the rising tone has
become a short falling tone, and the falling tone remains a long falling
tone, in conformity with the law eliminating all original rising tones
from the language: (ekavski) S. vrdna bréza/vrdn drévo. Thus the
results in Czechoslovak and in Serbocroat are opposed as to length,
since the original rising tone gives Cz. long/S. short, and the original
falling tone gives Cz. short/S. long; but the fact is that Czechoslovak
records an effect of quantity only, and Serboeroat primarily one of
intonation. The principle of course worked outside the tort-formula

* This word is only found in literature. The ordinary form is havran, with a
prefix found elsewhere in Slavonic.
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(CS1 *byiti/diichit cf. L. biiti/daiisos fem. pl., Cz. byti/duch S. bits/diik
‘to be'/‘spirit'). In this case, however, there is no appeal to Russian
for controlling evidence.

23. Vowel system. The Slavonic vowels were distinguished in
quantity (long/short) and in quality (hard/soft):

Long: a é yu ¢ ¢ ¢ hardc @2 o yu d ¢
short: o e a4 i softs d e e i

The vowels @  were extra-short or ‘fugitive’. Counting from the end,
each odd one in consecutive syllables was in weak position and did
little more than help to express the hard or soft quality of the previous
consonant; each even one was in stronger position, and tended to
develop into a full vowel. Weak or strong, they served, along with the
other vowels, to separate consonants in such a way that Common
Slavonic and Old Bulgarian were characterized by a regular alternation
of consonants and vowels. Since they were frequently found at the
end of words, all Old Bulgarian words ended in a vowel. Their
disappearance in some circamstances in the course of the history of
the separate languages has led to new consonant-groups, which have
usually suffered assimilative changes or fresh reduction to single
consonants, and their loss has led to the numerous final consonants
of the modern languages. Their action is so distinctive that it is
convenient to treat them always together, and to adopt the term jers
(from R. er/ef) to cover them both. '

Length is deemed to have been a feature of Common Slavonic
because it is a sum of inferences from the history of the modern
languages. Proto-Slavonic diphthongs were eliminated in the Middle
Proto-Slavonic period (see sect. 14). The two nasal vowels result from
diphthongs in which the second element was a nasal sonant (n/m).

The distinction between ‘hard’ and ‘soft’ 18 purely Slavonic, but
most important for linguistic history and for the structure of the
present-day languages. It is almost only in South Slavonic that it has
to a large extent been lost. The ‘hard’ consonant is the velar, dental or
labial in its normal enunciation; the ‘soft’ consonant is the velar,
dental or labial followed by a palatal off-glide, and implying a follow-
ing vowel of the “soft’ series, witha palatal on-glide. Palatal consonants
were originally ‘softened’ forms of velars, and so classed as ‘soft’ and
requiring soft vowels to follow. But at various stages in Slavonic
history the palatal consonant has absorbed the whole of the glide,
with the result that a hard vowel follows, and the palatal is, in this
sense, ‘hardened’. In Russian, for instance, ¢ § £ ¢ were all originally
soft, but now only & remains soft.

From the standpoint of their formation in the mouth soft vowels
are front (or palatal), and hard vowels are back (or velar). SI. y is a
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‘mixed’ vowel [#], since it is formed partly like u and partly like #; but
it behaves like a hard vowel. :

The antithesis “front/back’ played a great part in the organization
of Indo-European. It takes the fundamental form of three alternative
vocalizations of any given root: ¢/0/0 (zero). This is well exemplified
in Greek: Exw ‘have, hold'/&yos ‘container, chariot’/fayov ‘held’,
representing 1E. ®*sefh-/®*sofh- /*-séh-. The e-grade generally marked
imperfect tenses, the zero-grade denoted the aorist, and the o-grade
served to make perfect tenses, deverbal nouns and, after them, denomi-
native verbs. The vocalizations take various forms in consequence
of lengthening or the adding of semivowels or sonants to make
diphthongs. In the case of diphthongs the zero-grade appears as
vocalic, since the second element persists when there is no e/o
present: Gk. Asiwe/Adhorma/ Bamov ‘leave” includes the semivowel § and
represents an alternation ei/oi/i. The vowel a does not enter into
these morphological alternations, which include the series: ¢/0/0,
é/d/a, ei/oifi, eufou/u, erjor/y, el/ol/l, en/on/n, em/om/m, we wo/u,
refro/r.

It is characteristic of Slavonic to have retained the ancient principle
of vowel-alternation and to have made a totally different application
of it. The historical development of Slavonic vowels ruined the
symmetry of the Indo-European system. Those listed became
e/o/0, é/ajo or -, i/¢ or i/i, u or ov/u or ov/i, etc. The loss of the
perfect and the application of present meanings to aorist stems dam-
aged the system on the side of semantics. The consequences of vowel
alternation, however, remain embedded in Slavonic vocabulary,
particularly as affecting verbs and verbal nouns: R. beri/braf ‘take’/
-bor ‘taking', mesti ‘bear’/mdska ‘bearing’, mosif{ ‘bear’ (iterative),
slévo “word' <*kleu-/sliva ‘glur}l‘{'.ﬁf&m-, stal ‘become, begin'
<*sthd- stojdf ‘stand’ < *stha-, ctc. To these have to be added purely
Slavonic correspondences, such as the lengthening of vowels in the
stem of iterative verbs: R. vynesif ‘endure, carry out’/vymdfivaf
‘wear out (clothes)', uchodif ‘go away’ /uchdZfval 'Airt with' (a {*d).
Such words form related groups in all Slavonic languages without
conforming to the old strict formula.

24. Oral Vowels and Dip.hlﬁangs. A 0. 1E. a o -BSl. *d; BSL. *d >
L. o wo'Latv. OPr. a Sl. @, BSL. *d > 1..Latv.0OPr.a Sl.0; 1E. 2 >L. a/-
8l o/-.

1E. *maté(r) L. mite ‘wife’ Latv. mdte CSLOB. mati R. maf
‘mother’ (Gk. pirnp Lat. mdter);

IE. *dé- L. dioti ‘give’ OPr. dat CSL.OB. dati R. daf ‘give’
(Gk. BiSeww Lat. da); 1

IE. ®ak- L. afis 'axle’ CSLOB. osf R. of ‘axle’ (Gk. &Eecw
Lat. axis);
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IE. *to{d) L. tds (masc.) ‘that" OPr. s-ta (neut,) CSLOB.R. to
(GE. =é);

IE. ®*sthatds L. statyti “place’ CSLOB. stojati R. stojdf ‘stand’
(Gk. orards);

IE. *dhughatér L. dukté 'daughter’ CSI. *dakfi >*dafi OB.
dafti MB. ddfterjd R. doé’ 'daughter’ P. cdrka Cez. deera S, kéi
{*déi (Gk. Buydmmp).

The pronunciation of SI. o is usually very open [5]. In Polabe and
the Pomeranian dialects it is still further opened to d (cf. Eng.
Sollow /fall): Slovak plietol/Polabe plitdl ‘plaited’. Though this 4 is of
secondary origin, the sound 4 is the mid-point phonetically between
a and o[2], and must be passed when cither sound passes into the other
under the full tension of a stressed syllable. So we must take it into
account in the series R. pdrod city’ P. grod/Cz. hrad and in the
development of Pomeranian (Staro)gard to Polabe gord. An unstressed
relaxed a coincides with a relaxed o in. the Russian dkase. The
distinction between a/o is, in Slavonic, purely due to original quantity,
whereas the Baltic languages are somewhat discréepant in their
evolution, having admitted also the qualitative criterion. IE. 2 is
treated like IE. 4 in the few cases in which it survives, When lost, its
disappearance may cause a circumflex tone to become acute: IE.
*.anr- >CSL. -g-.

OB. roka ‘hand’ (nom.) roke (voc.) reflects the distinction between
IE. -d/-d. L.. nom. ranka (instead of ®*rankd) is due to the shortening of
final vowels which have a rising tone. VS. rajika.

IE. ai of L. af ie Proto-Sl. ®oi >®w >CSl. ¢, final & or 4, IE. & >
CSL. #; 1E. au ou > L. au Proto-Sl. *ou »C8l. w, IE. du > CSl. u.

L. ai was formerly in more extensive use, as may be seen from
Finnish loanwords like paimen /L. piemud ‘shepherd’. There may have
been Slavonic influence in the development ai e (see Senn, Slavonic
Yearbook, xx, 1941). The older position with regard to IE. ai of was
L. ai/Sl. ®oi. Examples are L. snaigald ‘snowflake' smidgas “snow’/
CSL.OB. sndga, L. tié (NAFD) "those’ /CS1.0B. t. For the Slavonic
development see section 14. It depends to a certain extent on intona-
tion: at the end of the word the falling tone is represented by ¢ and
the rising tone by ¢: OB. & vl 'those wolves', of. Homeric ol At
(NPM), Gk. olwo/olkor “at home’ (LSM) OB. vlcé; OB. beri beréte
“take’ (imperatives) Gk. glpois plporme. 1E. i occurs in *g"endi (DLSF
of *g®end *woman') OB. #ené. The reduction of these diphthongs to
monophthongs of the palatal type gave rise to the second Slavonic
palatalization (section 38). Examples of the diphthongs in u: L. raddas
‘red’ raudd ‘redness’/CSLOB. ruda R. rudd ‘ore’, L. ausis ‘ear’/R.
ticho (cf. Lat. ruber rufus, auris), OB. synu (LSM) <éu (Skr. siindu)
‘son’,
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The back vowel o changes to the corresponding front vowel (¢)
when preceded by a palatal glide: thus VSF. dufe ‘soul’ corresponds to
deno "'woman' <*-d, and je takes the place of older *jo(d) Skr. yad. The
diphthongs in i develop as *joi >*jei >CSLOB. ji (NPM) and *jai >
*joi >CSI.OB. ji.

When o is lengthened it becomes @ and when weakened it may
apparently become s@: OB. tvoriti- ‘create’ /tvari ‘creation, creature'
tvafati "form’; OB. tegda/tigda, "then’, -

25. E. IE. £ >L. ¢ [e:] CSLOB. ¢ R. ¢, Ruth. i i, P, ¢ "a (Polabe
e a o), €z £ e i, Slov. e, usually [e], S. (/)je ¢ ¢, MB. # (WB. ¢ EB.
e/ja); IE. e >L. e [=] CSLOB. ¢, R. e # [j2] o- init. in some cases,
P. £ ‘o, Cz.5.MB. .

;E+ *dhé- L. deti ‘put, lay' CSLOB. déti R. def (formerly spelt
dét);

IE. *wéra R. véra ‘faith’ Ruth. vira P. wiara Cz. vira 5.
tjéra vira véra; :

IE. *wefhé L. ved ‘convey’ CSLOB. vesg R. vesd vés,
P. winze wieziesz; R. odin ‘one' dzero “lake’ Cz. jeden jezero.

Since 1917 R. #/e have been written with the one letter e. When
stressed it represents a relatively short e preceded by a palatal glide:
open [e] when followed by a hard consonant, close [¢] when followed
by a soft consonant. Another letter is required to denote e without
palatal on-glide, viz. . The two vowels (¢ €) have been pronounced
identically for many centuries, but evidence of their original difference
is seen in the fact that only e can give & before a hard consonant (apart
from examples due to analogy) or o initially. In Polish ¢ may appear
as ia and e as do. Cz. é/e differ as [jg]/[e], and the former when long
has given a diphthong fe which has ended in {, cf. Ruth. i 5. ge &.
CSl. e was certainly soft, and had a palatal on-glide; its quality was
probably short and open [g]. The fact that in Glagolitic script no
distinction was made between £ and ja suggests either that £ had a more
open pronunciation than e, viz. 4, preceded by a glide, or that £ had a
double value as in Modern East Bulgarian. Whether £ was longer than
e in Old Bulgarian is not certain, but it must have been so in Common
Slavonic. Its value would thus seem to have been jd, with a tendency
to become ja, and a after a palatal consonant. On the other hand,
Sachmatov argued that CSI. # was long and closed like Lithuanian é,
though his conclusions are not widely accepted. In Proto-Slavonic,
¢ <€ differed from # <*@ <*of ai, since it had a different effect upon
velar consonants in contact. The identification of the two &’s must
have been one of the last developments of the Middle Proto-Slavonic
period. The later development of & is most plausibly based on a diph-
thongal pronunciation ée deriving from the CSl. monophthong £: from
# come the pronunciations in je, while fe develop S. jje ¢ Cz.Ruth. 1.
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IE. ¢ >L. & CSLOB. #; IE. etv >ow >L. av CSLOB. ov.

IE. *trejes CS1OB. trije “three’ (Gk. Tpels);

IE. *wejé L. vejit ‘drive, twist’ CSLOB. vijo R. dju "twist’;

IE. *newos CSLOB. movit ‘new’ (Gk. wios/Lat. movus). L.
nagjas < *neujos/OPr. nava- < *newn-.

These are not diphthongs, since the j w belong to the following
syllable, but the effect is similar to that in the diphthongs i ou. In the
first case j/i serve to close e to f, and in the second w/u, being back
sounds, attract the front vowel e into the corresponding place among
back vowels,

IE. &i >L. & ie CSLOB. i; IE. ou eu >L. au CSLOB. u/fu. Sl. u
may take the place of an expected ju (*plewd >plovo : : *pleutéi >
pluti, not *pluti) because of analogy. Goth. iu L. au SI. ju.

IE *gheima L. fiema CS1.OB. zima R. simd ‘winter’ (Gk. xelpa
Lat. kiems, cf. Hima-laya);

IE. *#i- L. eiti CS1.OB. iti ‘go’ (Gk. g Lat. ire);

IE. *bheudhs Goth. biuda L. baudZin *punish’ CSL.OB. b.!'mf?
R. bljudi ‘observe’ (Gk. melopcn);

Goth. piuda L. tauta ‘folk’ OR. Cud *Estonians’]

After a palatal, # became a: R. stojdf ‘stand’ slyfaf ‘hear’ ( {-éti).
At the beginning of words the palatal on- ghde became virtually a
consonant, so that initial & >ja: OB. jadd "ate’ <*&d- (pf. stem, cf.
Lat. édi). Sl. ¢ weakens to #: OB. minéti ‘think’/Gk. pivos Lat. mens.
Final - > CSL.OB. =i in 1E. *mdté(r) CSLOB. mati R. maf ‘mother’;
cf. IE. *dhughatér ‘daughter’ OB, dadtr.

26. U I IE. @ >L. d CSLOB. y; 1E. ©> L. y CSLOB. i

IE. *sinus L. sings CSLOB. symi R. syn "son’;

1E. *dhimos L. dimai (pl.) CSLOB. dymi R. dym ‘smoke’
(Gk. 6upss Lat. fimus);

IE. *g"iwos L. gyvas CSLOB. #ioid R. v “alive’.

L. y is long 1 [i:]. Sl. ¥ [i] is defined by John Hus (1406): ‘ponendo
principium lingue sub inferioribus dentibus et in medio elevando
linguam per modum circuli'. The lips are unrounded and form a
fissure opening as if for ¢, but the back of the tongue shapes the mouth
cavity as if for u; the vowel is thus one of the ‘mixed’ (back-front)
order. The early approximate spellings recognized these two elements.
The Latin rendering was by us ( Butstrice), adopted from the Old High
German wi=1d. After a labial consonant the vowel sounds almost as a
diphthong, since the u-element is reinforced by the labial. The
Glagolitic and Cyrillic spellings recognized one element as 4, but did
not identify the other with u; in them it was represented by the hard
jer (i), which may have resembled the [a] in Eng. dut, an obscure
relaxed short vowel pronounced a little behind the middle of the
mouth cavity., This Slavonic vowel developed during the Middle
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Proto-Slavonic period (section 14) and has remained in Russian and
Polish. It was alive in the Czech of Hus, and so has a place in his
spelling; later it became equivalent to 7, as it is in Slovene, Serbocroat
and Modern Bulgarian. In Ruthenian the vowel u (transliterated y) is
described as a closed ¢ [¢] as in Germ. geht Fr. été, and so differs from
i and 7 [ji]. To English ears it sounds like the [1] of milk.

OB. krai *district’ corresponds to CSI. *krayi (- <*-jii <*-jos), and
OB. i(fe) o CSl. *ji-. As, after another vowel, there must have been a
palatal on-glide in the Old Bulgarian 4, and its pronunciation may have
been ji ji, it is generally convenient so to transcribe it.

CSLOB. y also arises from the denasalization of certain flexions
(®ont *unt *6n ®*in); CSLOB. § derives from diphthongs in ®«"%of *ai
and from palatalized forms of them, as well as being the soft alternative
for hard y; CSL.OB. u derives wholly from diphthongs (*an ®ou ®eu).

27. U I (the Jers). IE. i, L., CSL. 4, OB. # 0 -, R.o -, P.Cz. ¢ -,
Slov. a/e-, S.a-, MB. 4-;IE. I, L. i, CSL I, OB.{¢,R.e'-, P. &'-
Cz. e -, Slov. a/e -, 5. a -, MB. d/e/-.

IE. ®swepnos/supnos L. sapnas sapnis CSLOB. simi “sleep,
dream’ R. som (pl. smy) P.Cz. sen Slov. sén [san] 5. sdn MB. sdn
(Gk. tmvos Lat. somnus);

IE. ®*muskos L. misos (FP) ‘mould’ CSI.OB. mulchi- “moss'
R. mock P. mech Cz. mech Slov. mdh 5. mdhovina MB. mdch
(Lat. muscus);

IE. *dejen- *dein- *din- L. diena CSLOB. dini ‘day’ R. des
(pl. dni) P. dzie Slov.S. din MB. den;

IE. ®liptos L. lipti “stick, adhere’ CSL.OB. Hpnoti (Gk. Mwos);
CSL.OB. i ‘lion" R. lev P. lew Cz. lev Slov. lév 8. ldv MB. lev
(Gk. Mev Lat. leo);

CSLOB. lubivi (acc.) ‘love’ R. ljubdd S. ljibav MB. lubdv.

It is difficult to fix the values of these sounds in Old Bulgarian, since
usage was fluctuating. The only certainty is that the inventors of both
alphabets thought these sounds unlike any Greek u or 4, and so
requiring a new pair of signs (Cyrillic + +). For Common Slavonic it is
fairly certain that their value, as descendants of IE. 4 #, must have
been of the nature of extra-short i . When jers result from the shorten-
ing of o ¢ (see above), they may not have had the same timbre as
original & . Furthermore, the jers had strong and weak variants. They
were weak in final position, in initial syllables followed by syllables
with full vowels, and at each second jer from the last in consecutive
syllables; in other positions the jers were strong (though still extra-
short, dull vowels). A jer was strong also when its disappearance would
leave a difficult group of consonants. When strong a jer becomes a
vowel in the modern languages; when weak it disappeared. The jers
in roman letters are strong in the following list: siimi dini dinisi fivici
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Fivicimi si-fivicimi Cz. sen ‘sleep’ den ‘day’ dnes “today’ fvec “cobbler’
fevcem OCz. s-fevcem. When a weak 7 disappeared the preceding
consonant was palatalized in Russian and Polish (OB. kosti ‘bone’
R. kosf P. koéé), but it is hard in Czech (kost) and South Slavonic
(Slov.S. kdst MB. kost). Before i the consonant was normal, so that the
loss of the jer left it unmodified. The "hardening’ of # was complete
when Serbian cocumentation began in the twelfth century, so that
Serbian scribes used only one sign (1) for both jers, and sometimes
doubled it to represent strong position.

The values which would satisfy the modern developments are [a]
and [‘3] or [3], as in Eng. but the [batda]. These are obscure relaxed
vowels pronounced in the middle of the mouth, the one slightly more
to the back than the other; in a ‘broad’ phonetic transcription they
may both be represented by [3]. (The English front dull vowel lacks
the palatal on-glide which was certainly present in Common Slavonic,
though lost in the southern languages.) Another dull vowel is [¥] as in
Eng. about, to pronounce which the jaw is slightly lowered and the
arch of the tongue is precisely central. In Modern Bulgarian & { came
together in the middle position as 4, which is occasionally opened as
a, and is so always in Serbocroat. In Slovene a is a normal develop-
ment, but also ¢ [a]. In West Slavonic [a] and [3] came together in
the forward position [2], and developed from there to the forward
vowel e, with palatal on-glide in Polish and Slovak, but not in Czech.
In Russian the jers continued to be distinguished as back /front vowels,
and so developed into the open vowels o/e respectively; when they
disappeared they became -'-, that is, i disappeared entirely and §
remained as a palatal quality in tRe preceding consonant. It is clear
from the transliterations by Constantine Porphyrogenitus (see section
82) that the Russians had reached this solution by the middle of the
tenth century. In reading Church Slavonic, Russians gave the values
o/e to the jers as written except when final, and so many words can be
recognized as of clerical origin by o/e where the Russian colloguial
would have no vowel. :

In Old Bulgarian the jers are found in a transitional stage. (i) After
the sibilants §  §t £d ¢ ¢ dz= = and after # the soft 7 is often replaced
by the hard a@: fidi/fidi ‘having gone' prifilii/prifila ‘having come’.
(ii) In strong position 4/f sometimes became o/e as in modern dialects
of south-west Bulgaria: si/se ‘this’ rabo-td ‘this slave’/rabid rodo-si
“this race’/rodd dinesi ‘today’/dini erkovi/crhivi ‘church’ ko mné “to
me’/ki dofdi/daZdi ‘rain’ ploti/pliti “flesh’. In the declension of the
i- and u-stems ¢/o appear frequently instead of the expected /4 in the

ings -emi -eml -echi /~omi -omii -ochd, but this is due to substitution
of forms from the jo/o-stems (-emi -emni/-omi -omi) and analogical
extension to -echi /~ochid, rather than to a development of I/d. It takes
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place sometimes in weak position. (iii) The jers are frequently lost.
This occurred in Common Slavonic in the combinations s-n z-n, as
OB. desni ‘right' /L. definf. So also p(f)sana "written' k(d)to "who'
mi{i)nogo ‘much’ #(f)ma *darkness’ o(f)s “all’ (pl.). In Russian the loss of
soft jer was much later than in Old Bulgarian. (iv) Interchange of the
Jjers. The hardening of the sibilants and 7 during the Old Bulgarian
period was a contributory cause to this interchange, but it could be
effected by the influence of a labial consonant, a preceding or following
vowel, and not only in weak position but also in strong position.
Examples are timé/tima ‘darkness’ o masi ‘in us'/of tebé ‘in thee'
birati/birati “take’ vizi-/vizi-/viizd-/vizi- ‘up’ dibri/debri/dabri
‘glen’ sodiba/soddba ‘judgment’ jesmi/jesmid ‘am’. The practice of
each principal codex differs upon these points.

CSl. & derives also from Proto-5l. final ®*-un, and from *-om >*-un:
IE. *sifnum *>*sinun > *siny > CS51.OB. symi (acc.) *son’, 1E. *tokom >
*tokon >>*tokun > *toku > CSL.OB. tokd R. tok ‘Aow’. It is also found
alternating with o: OB. togda/tigda ‘then’, and in some cases
represents, or may represent, IE. *m.

CSl. i derives also from Proto-Sl. final in: 1E. ®noktin CSL.
*nokti *nofi OB. nofti (acc. sg.) R. no¢’ ‘night’ L. ndktf). It serves for
weak forms of roots in ¢: O.B. minéti ‘think’/Lat. mens; and before j
beginning the next syllable 1E. e >CSlL i: IE. ®*trejes CS1LOB. trije
"three’. It is also the palatal that arises from 4 after j or palatal on-
glide: Proto-Sl. *otiko *otiki CSL.OB. otici R. otéc ‘father’ (Gk. &rra),
ASM. of jo-stems ®*-jom ®*-jon *-fii *-fl OB. medl "sword’ krai (= krajl)
‘country’. Initially or after a vowel the palatal glide becomes a full
consonant j, which combines with  to give OB. ¢ (kraji >OB. krai,
*nwmen(t) > *inmen(t) >>*fime¢ > OB. im¢ ‘name’); another treatment is
shown by Cz. jméno, where the [ is treated as a normal weak semi-
vowel.

28. Nasal Diphthongs and Nasal Somants. 1E. amt an ans om on,
CSLOB. ¢. R. u, P. q ¢, Cz. w ow, Slov. o, 5. u MB. 4; IE. em en,
CSLOB.¢, R.ja, P.q¢, Cz.éeidaja Slov.e,S.e, MB.&; IE. mn
CS5l. ¢ (but in some cases al).

IE. *anatis L. dntis “duck’ CSLOB. oty OR. utovi MR. iitka;

IE. ®ang- L. angd ‘aperture’ CSLOB. ogli ‘corner R. dgol
Cz. uhel Slov. dgel S. digao MB. @aﬂ (Lat. angulus);

IE. ®angusi- L. afikitas ‘narrow’ CSLOB. omikd R. sizkij
P. wqski Cz. iishy Slov. dzek S. dizak (Lat. angustus);

IE. *gombhos L. #ambas ‘edge’ CSLOB. zpbi “tooth’ R. sub
P. 2qb Cz. zub Slov. 26b S. zib MB. zdb (Gk. ydupos ‘nail’ Skr.
jdmbhas ‘tooth’ Albanian dhémp ‘tooth');

IE. ®*penk™e ®*pente L. penki ‘five’ CSLOB. petl R. pjaf P. pigé
Cz. pét Slov. S. pét MB. pet (Gk. mivre Skr. paiica);
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IE. *dekmt L. désimt ‘ten’ CSLOB. deseti R. désjaf P, dsiesieé
Cz. deset Slov, desft S, dését MB. déset (Gk. Bixa Lat. decem
Arm. tasn Skr. ddga);

IE. *kmtdm L. fimtas CSI.OB. sito ‘hundred’ R. sto.

In pronouncing m n there is a stoppage of the air-passage through
the mouth, either by closing the lips or by raising the tongue to the
teeth, but the breath passes freely through the nose because the
uvula has been lowered. These sounds are therefore uninterrupted,
and can stand by themselves as vowels do. In this usage they
are sonants (m a) and make syllables, as in Eng. London seven
atom solemn (rapidly pronounced). The mouth-stoppage makes
them narrower than the oral vowels, and so they combine with a
preceding vowel to make a diphthong when a consonant follows.
M n have also a purely consonantal value when initial of a word or
syllable.

The uvula may be little depressed or much depressed (see section
14). When little or normally depressed all sorts of nasal diphthongs
and vowels are possible, but when much depressed the uvula makes a
stop at the back of the mouth for all but the most open nasal vowels.
That is the case with Slavonic. Though all nasals must have been
possible at an early period in Proto-Slavonic, there came to be
increasing depression of the uvula so that in Common Slavonic only
two vowels remained in this category (¢ ¢, with soft forms jo jg).
Narrower vowels had to be widened to the measure of these nasals if
they were to survive as nasals; in final positions (see section 31) this
did not occur, and the vowels were denasalized. Germanic ung/ing
gave CSL. g/¢ under this compulsion. In some Old Bulgaran manu-
scripts £ is found in place of ¢ which may be evidence (along with
R. ja) that the pronunciation of the front nasal was very open, approxi-
mately nasal 4. It must have been the same with the back nasal
(approximately nasal d). The ¢ for u in certain Old Bulgarian forms
(moditi /muditi ‘constrain’ gnofati/gnufati ‘abominate’) is supposed to
be due to the preceding nasal. O is found for ¢ in the work of a scribe
who pronounced nasals lightly. In Russian the nasal vowels were
alive in the ninth century when Scandinavian loanwords were
adopted (varingr R. varjdg ‘Varangian', sund OR. Sud, R. pud cf. Eng,
‘pound’), since the vowels in these words developed like the Slavonic
nasals in Russian. In Polish of the twelfth century there were two
nasal vowels of very open timbre, which came together as one in the
thirteenth century, and thereafter developed differences of quantity
whieh led at last to differences of quality (P. @ ¢—see section 142).
After the Polish nasal vowel a nasal consonant intrudes itself before
some following consonants: P. r¢ka "hand’ is pronounced [rénka] and
dgb ‘oak’ [domp]; but wqshs ‘narrow’ [v3ski].
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In the modern Slavonic languages other than Polish the nasal
resonance has disappeared from these vowels, and ¢ has suffered
closure to Slov. 0 R.Cz.S. « MB. 4. A nasal consonant or resonance
tends to narrow the timbre of a vowel, and so, when the uvula is much
depressed, to eliminate the nasality, unless a phonetic reaction occurs.

Final nasals are discussed later (see section 31).

2q. Liguid Diphthongs and Somants. (a) Tort. CSl. ®tort R. torot
P.Wend. trot Polabe tort Cz.Slov.5.0B.MB. frat; CSI. *tolt R. tolot
P.Wend. tlot Polabe tldt Cz.Slk.Slov.S.0B.MB. tlar; CSl. *tert
R. teret P.Wend. *tfet Polabe trit Cz.Slov.S.0B.MB. forms based on
trét; CSl. *telt R. telet or, moke often, tolot P.Wend. tlet CzSlk.Slov.
5.0B.MB. forms based on tlét.

C5l. *gdrda R. porod ‘town' P. grdd Pomeranian (Staro)gard
Polabe gord Cz. hrad Slov.5.0B.MB. grad (5. grdd) OB. gradi;

C8l. *gdrcha R. goroch ‘peas’ P. groch Cz. hrdch Slov. grih
da-8. grah $to-S, grdh OB, grachi MB. grach;

CSl. *kérva R. kordva ‘cow’ P. krowa (dial.)kerw ‘old ox'
Karwin Cz. krdva 5. kréva;

CSl. *sdldi R. solod *malt’ P. slod Cz. slad 5. sldd;

CSl. *géldi R. golod ‘hunger’ P. gldd Polabe glid Cz. hlad
5. gldd;

C5L. ®*sdlma R. soléma ‘straw’ P. sloma Polabe sldma Cz. sldma
S. slima;

R. kordl 'king' P. krdl Cz. krdl S. krilj OB. krali;

CSl. *bérgi R. béreg ‘bank’ P. brzeg Polabe brig Cz. bieh S.
brijeg;

CSL. *bérza R. beréza "birch’ P. brzoza Polabe bréza Cz. bfiza
5. bréza (e for je after r);

CSl. *melkd R. molokd ‘milk’ P. mleko Polabe mldka (gen.)
Cz. mléko 5. mliijého;

CSl. *felza ‘gland’ R. felezd Cz. fleza OB. $liza.

On the effect of intonation see section 22. When the tone fell from a
peak at the beginning of the syllable it gave rise to stress on the first
of the two Russian syllables and falling tone in Serbocroat; shortening
occurred in Czechoslovak. When the tone rose to a peak at the end of
the syllable it gave rise to stress on the second of the two syllables in
Russian, was converted into a short falling tone in Serbocroat, and
caused a long vowel in Czechoslovak.

R. kordl 'king" develops as if it were a Common Slavonic word, but
it is the name of Kar! (Charlemagne) used as a common noun, and so
only came into circulation when the Commaon Slavonic unity had been
broken. The processes which gave the different consequences of CSI.
tort were, however, still operative, and were carried through for this
word also. The lateness of the whole development accounts for the
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lack of Slavonic unity in this respect. The long vowel in 5. krdlj is
due to metatony.

It is customary to speak of the tort-formula to allude to the whole
group of thesé changes. By ‘tort-formula’ is understood all cases in
which o/e before r/I stood between consonants (¢ is any consonant) in
Common Slavonic. The effect of r/I was greatly to open the preceding
vowel o to €Sl. *tdrt, though this may not have been the case in the
East Slavonic area. P. karw ‘old ox’ Karwin ch(r)abry/chrobry ‘brave’
are evidence that this 4 was current in Proto-Polish. OP. =ze blota
‘from the marsh’ ode miodoséi "from youth’ /e fwigto ‘on the festival’
prove that the initial consonant-groups involved were different, since
those of the tort-formula required a vowel of support for the consonant
of the preposition. Rozwadewski has explained that the metathesis was
still incomplete, so that blote ‘marsh’ was approximately balofo, and
the disappearance of the fugitive vowel strengthens the preceding
semi-vowel, c.g. z¢ blota ‘from the marsh’. In Russian this condition
has persisted, and r/I have vowels on either side. In Czechoslovak and
South Slavonic *dr *rd “ra; the metathesis has been completed for
all the tort-series. In' Polabe and Cassubian CSl. *dr has often re-
mained or, more probably, reverted to or; the change ®dr -ar is also
current.

There are discrepancies of development due to special circumstances
within each language. R. molokd ‘milk’ must be due to the influence of
the hollow #; similarly R. poldn ‘booty’/OB. pléni, etc. Telot is also
found: Goth. hilms R. felém "helmet, rooftree’ /OB. Hémid, R. felezd)/
felozd ‘gland’. There are similar alternatives in Czech: Cz. fleb/Slab
‘trough’ ¢élen/éldnek ‘limb, member’.

(b) Initial Ort-, CS\. ®ort- >rat- rot-; CSL. *olt- >>lat- lot- (OB. also
alt-); C8l. *ert- elt- >rét- lit-.

IE. *ar- L. drklas ‘plough’ CSI. ®ordlo R. rdlo P. radlo Caz.
radlo Polabe rddld Slov. rdlo S. rdlo B. rdlo (Gk. épovpov Lat.
arafrum);

1E. *aram- ‘shoulder’ C5l. *orme R. rdmb Cz. rdmé Slov. rdme
rdma 5. rame (Lat. armus Goth. arms); -

C5l. *grvind OB. ravimi ‘even’ R. rdomyj ravmina rovésmik
P. réwny Cz. rovny rovina Slov. rdven 5. rdvan rdoni MB. rdven
(OPr. arwis ‘true’);

C8l. *orbd OB. rabi R. rab ‘slave’ rabdta ‘work', Cz. rob
‘slave’;

C8l. *orz- R. roz- ras- P. roz- Polabe riiz- Cz. roz- Slovak
roz- raz- Slov.3.B. raz-; ;

C5L. *oldija R. lodjd ladjd ‘large boat’ Polabe lida Cz. lodi lod
Slovak lod Slov. lddja ¢éa-S. lija fte-S. lddja OB. al(d)diji ladiji
(L. aldja);
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CSL. *olni R. loni ‘last year’ P. loni Cz. loni Slov. ldni S. ldni
lini (Lat. oflli <*olnei);

CSL. ®elbedi/olbodi R. lébed “swan’ (with e for ja in the unstress-
ed syllable) Slov. lebéd OB. lebedi MB. lébed /P. labeds OCz. labud
MCz. labut Slov. labod S. labiid (QHG. elbiz 'swan' Lat. albus).

Examples of these initial groups are fewer and more difficult to
determine than those of torf. Metathesis takes place, and C35L *o
became *d. In many cases the initial tones are not known, but they
seem, when we can recognize them, to have affected the choice of o/a.
An original rising tone seems to have given rat- lat- in all languages
but a falling tone gave rot- lot- in East and West Slavonic: CSIL
*ilkoma (cf. L. dlkti) R. ldkom ‘dainty’ P. lakomy Cz. lakomy S.
Idkam /CSl. *drstit R. rost ‘stature’ P. rofé Cz. rist S, rdst OB. rastd,

(¢) R L. IE. ¢ L. ir ur CSl. *ir *ar OB. v rd=r; IE. [ L. il ul CSI.
*il *al OB. K li=] .

LE. *wrb(h)es- L. virbas ‘stalk’ CSl. *virba ‘willow’ OB. vrba
R. vérba P. wiersba Cz.Slov.5. vrba MB. vdrbd (Lat. verbena);

IE. ®*wrs- L. wirfis “top’ CS5l. *virchd OB. vrchid R. verch
P. wierzch Cz. vrch Slov. vrh 5. vrh MB. vdrch;

CSL *garsti OB. grsti ‘handful' R. gorsf P. garié Cz. hrst
5. grst MB. grast;

IE. *wlk*os L. vilkas “wolf® CSl. *vilkd OB. vlki R. volk
P. wilk Cz vilk Slov. vdlk S. vik MB. vdlk (Gk. Ainos Lat. lupus);

CSl. *dilgo OB. digo ‘long’ R. dilge P. dlugo Cz. diouho Slov.
dilgo 5. diigo MB. ddlgo (Gk. Bahyév);

C5l. *dalga OB, dlgi ‘debt’” R. dolg P. dlug Cz. diuh Slov. dilg
5. dig MB. didg.

In pronouncing r the tongue-point makes one or several stoppages
of the breath-stream at the teeth or gums (there is also a uvular r
which has no place here) resulting in continuous vibrations which
characterize the sound; for I the front of the tongue blocks the air at
the teeth or gums (or the back of the tongue may do so in the hard
palate ar velar region), and air escapes continuously along one or both
sides. Thus r and [ are continuous sounds, like vowels, and are capable
of forming vowels or diphthongs. They actually did so in Indo-
European, as we may infer from the regular correspondences between
languages. Original *r */ came to be pronounced with the help of
short vowels, and these are different in the different groups, but
consistent within each. The existence of 1E. *krd- ®wlk®- is inferred
from the correspondences: Gk. xapbia ‘heart’ Lat. cordis (gen.) Olr.
eride OB. srdice, Skr. vikas *wolf® Germ. Wulf L. vilkas OB. v{kﬂ
and others of the kind. They existed also as weak alternatives in
the permutations er/or/r, el/ol/l, and so had an important share in
Indo-European word-building and conjugation.
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In Balto-Slavonic they were vocalized by means of short w i. What
were the conditions governing the choice between these vowels is not
sufficiently known; the fact is that CSL *ir/*r and *al/*/ form pairs
of the hard/soft variety. In Russia, Poland and Pomerania these
diphthongs persisted. Old Russian orthography keeps the short vowel
before the consonant when Old Bulgarian spelling places it after: OR.
villkst chalmi pirsti “wolf, hill, finger' /OB. vliki chlimi pristd. In part
of the Slavonic area, however, from Bohemia to Bulgaria, the vowel
again disappeared, leaving a new r 7/l [, which was spelt with a
following jer in Old Bulgarian. In rare cases the jer was omitted: OB,
orchu “above’. In unstressed syllables OB. rit stood also for Gk.
ap & 1p op vp: OB, triitord (Gk. véprapos). It is also found separat-
ing letters that form a group in Greek: OB. nar(i)da (Gk. vépBou)
ordganit (Gk. &pyavov) siiriti (Gk. oUpms). There may have been some
ghght dialectal difference in pronunciation, but in general the sonant
pronunciation of OB. ri/ri li/li is established. Using the device of the
tort-formula, we may say that these are instances of CSl. tart.

CSL. trit, OB. trit OR. trit. In these cases the liquid r/I was fol-
lowed by a short vowel /7 derived from an original IE. u/i. In strong
positions these vowels tended to become full vowels (OB. o/e R. o/e);
in weak positions they tended to disappear and leave sonant r/l. Thus
in Old Bulgarian the firt and trit series tended to fall together,
wherever the vowel of the latter was in weak position; but in other
languages (Russian, for instance) they were held apart. Examples are:
OB. kravi ‘blood’ kriveni (Lat. cruentus) S. krv R. krod P. krew
OB. kristiti "baptize’ pliti pliti "flesh’.

30. Initial Vowels. At the beginning of 2 word, especially after a
pause, the stream of breath is fuller than later on, and as the mouth
gets ready to form an initial vowel the escape of some air may produce
an anticipatory sound. In Greek this is recognized as of two kinds,
distinguished as the hard and soft breathing. In English, and still more
in German, the breath is obstructed and comes with an explosion; the
obstruction is liable to be heard as a glottal stop (the glottal stop is
heard in the Glaswegian's wa'er for water), or as an aspiration, In
Slavonic the ‘attack’ is gentle, and should result in a semivowel
appearing fugitively before a vowel of the same order. This is largely
what occurs, save that the front semivowel j is liable to appear also
before back vowels, and the back semivowel *w >w is not much in
evidence.

Initial i can be detected in the compounds iz-imp of-img,/*imyp
>*jimg >OB. img ‘I shall take'. Similarly, L. if "out’ shows that the
corresponding Slavonic preposition has developed *iz >%jiz >OB. iz;
* yment > *inme > *fimg >OB. img "'name’. Cz. jmouts jméno result from
treating these initial vowels as syntactical medials, that is, as occurring
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within phrases pronounced with a single breath. Initial e ¢: OB. jesti
‘is’ jezero ‘lake’ fezyki ‘tongue’. In Russian ¢ almost always has palatal
on-glide. Initial ¢ >je/ja: 1E. *éd- OB. jasti ‘eat’ R. jesf Ruth. isty
P. jei¢ Cz. jisti S. jésti; in these cases je is explained by analogy.

Before the back vowels i y ¢ it would be natural to expect *w v, a8
in C5L wy- <*@, OB. wi(n) <*in, voza/gsa ‘bond’, P, wqs/R. ud
‘adder’, P. wqski/R. wzkif ‘narrow’, (Cz. pavonk/R. paiik ‘spider”), But
the examples are not numerous, and in their stead we have j- prefixed:
OB. jo-/otrini ‘inner’ jutro/utro ‘'morning’.

As the vowel a occupies a middle position in the mouth, it can
combine with either semivowel or neither. OB. ja-/a- arc frequently
found alternating: OB. ja-/aviti ‘reveal’, ja-/agnici ‘lamb’; OB. ajice
jajice jaje ‘egg’ R. jajed P. jaje Slov. jdjce S. jdje MB. Jjajcé/OCz.
vajce MCz. vejce (Lat. ovum).

31.  Final Vewels. In principle all Common Slavonic words end in
vowels. A few prepositions, having no independent life of their own,
end in consonants, as fz- ‘out’, and others recover a final consonant in
syntactical combinations, as sii ‘with’ (*sin) in OB. sui-siimi *with him'
(*sitn jimi); modern final consonants are due to the loss of the jers.
Differences of timbre in Old Bulgarian stood in some cased for older
distinctions of tone in the final vowels. The jers were liable to con-
fusion, and in the 3S5P. pres. indic. (1E. *-#f *-nti) only Old Russian
preserved the i; in Modern Russian it has been hardened, as in OB.
nesetd nesotit ‘bring’; and elsewhere the hard -t has been eliminated, as
in P. pisze piszq ‘write’. With the relaxed tension natural in the final
position vowels tended to close: so -&r) >-f in OB. mati ‘mother’.
diitfti ‘daughter’; they tended also to be shortened, as R. maf do¢’ and
infin. -£/OB. -#i. (On final ®of *at sec section 24). On the other hand,
final -0 was retained in order to distinguish between the masculine and
neuter o-stems, and this reaction has been a principal cause of the
preservation of three genders in Slavonic. There was nothing in the o's
of 1E. *wlk®om (ASM.)/*jigom (ASN.) to cause the Slavonic
divergence between OB. vlki/igo. Original final long diphthongs were
*ii *6i > L. -ai -ui CSl. -¢ -u (DSFM.): L. stirnai ‘doe’ vyrui ‘man’
OB. #ené *woman' vlku ‘wolf’; final *-ais >*a >CSl -y (IPM.): L.
vyrais OB. vlky.

Within the word a consonant following a nasal diphthong normally
belongs to the next syllable, but in final position a f or 5 may close the
syllable in which the nasal stands. Final -t disappeared without trace,
but final -5 tended to narrow the previous vowel, with compensatory
lengthening, so that 1E. ®-dns *-dns >CSl. -y, and ®-ons *-uns >*-i >
CSL. -y, ®-ins >-i >CSL -i: OB. roky (APF.) ‘hands’ toky (APM.)
‘streams’ mofti (APF.) ‘nights’ from *romkdns ®tokons “"noktins. OB.
roky (GSF.)/L. rankds {*ronkds appears to derive from a form
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containing an n (*-dns?), perhaps borrowed from the n-stems. In the
jo- and ja-stems there is a discrepancy between the Slavonic language-

ps, since GSF.APM.NAPF. -¢ is found only in South Slavonic;
West and East Slavonic have -é: OB. kose (*konjons)/P. twede 'snakes’.

When the nasal closed the syllable it ceased to be a consonant, and
survived only as a nasalization of the vowel; the vowel was narrowed
one grade, that is, @ becomes 5, o becomes u. This involved the
denasalization of all but the most open vowels. Hence: OB. synd toki
kamy (®sinun *tokon *kamin)/feno berp (*Zendm P*berdm); front
vowels: OB. noftf (ASF.) (*noktin)/ime (*nmen).

32. Semiconsonants or semivowels. W. J. 1E. w (g), L. v SL v; IE.
i(f) L. j 8L j.

IE. *newos/®*newjos L. nadjas CSLOB. novd R. nov ‘new’
(Gk. vies Lat. novus);

IE. *jdunos L. jaumas CSLOB. jumi R. yumy (OR. also un)
‘youthful' (Lat. juvenss);

IE. *jugom/*jung- L. jingas CSl. *jige OB.R.Slov. igo Cz. jho
‘yoke’ (Gk. guydv Lat. jugum);

IE. *trejes CSL. trije OB. trije trije ‘three’.

Initially or between vowels these were fully consonantal, though
apparently not pronounced with tension, and so often denoted g j;
(kng. w y are relatively tense). Between a consanant opening a syllable
and a vowel they were semi-consonantal, beginning in the close
position of the consonant and opening up to the vowel. After a vowel
in the same syllable they were semi-vocalic, beginning in the open
position of the vowel and closing towards the close position of the
consonant. Though semivowel and semiconsonant are mid-points
in the same distance between consonant and vowel, it is the direction
of the movement which has proved important in the history of most
languages; the semivowel forms diphthongs with the preceding
vowel, which it modifies in time, but the effect of the semiconsonant
is usually (though not always) upon the previous consonant. The
sound represented by j is one of the most potent in Slavonic linguistic
history, and it was a weakness of the Old Bulgarian alphabets that they
gave no adequate equivalent,

As observed in the last section, w j develop initially before original
simple vowels. .

The pronunciation of w was bilabio-velar (i.e. with lips rounded and
tongue raised towards the velum). It was in this position that @- -
initially gave wi- wid- > CSl vi- vy-, and it was in this position that
IE. ¢+ w (opening the next syllable) became ome > CSL ov: 1E. *newwos
CSLOB. novi “new’, 1E. *klew-os/-e5- CS1.OB. slov-0/-es- *word’ (Gk.
xhéos). The bilabio-velar pronunciation is reflected in Ptolemy's
Ousvibon Olnorotda (Wends, Vistula), but in the sixth century it had
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become labiodental v (pronounced between the upper teeth and lower
lip) and was represented by the Byzantine value of B: Edaprvel
(Slovéne). In certain positions v is pronounced e () in Slovak, Slovene,
Serbocroat, Ruthenian and White Russian.

Consonantal j also affected the development of vowels before it, so
that ¢ >§j (*trejes >trije) >ilj) [OB. trilj)e], # >yj (dobrii=ji >OB.
dobryi R. dibryj ‘good’). It combined with a following f to make ¢, and
converted a following # to f before giving'd {‘jugnm S %igo >*jigo »ige
‘yoke' ,-*Cz jho); a following ¢ became e and j'!J.I: >(j¥ (OB. znajite
‘know ye' <*znajoite).

33. Sibilant. S. 1E. 5 L. 5 (¥ after r) CSLOB. s fich;

1E. *Séd- L. sédéti CS1LOB. sédéti ‘sit’ (Gk. Ezopen Lat. sedére);

1E. ®esti L. ésti CSLOB. jesti ‘is’ (Gk. lovi Lat. est)

IE. *nebhes- CSLLOB. nebese (GSN.) “sky’ (Gk. vigeos);

IE. *jéunos L. jaumas CSLOB. jumi R. jiinyj ‘youthful' (Lat.
Juvenis);

IE. ®wrsus L. virfas CSl. *ovfrchi OB. vrchd R. verch “top’
(Lat. verruca <*versuca);

IE. *-isu L. akmenysé CS1.OB. kamenichi ‘stones’ (LP.) (Skr.
-igu : matigu);

I1E. *spusus CSLOB. smicha R. smochd *daughter-in-law" (Skr.
snugd Lat. nurus Gk. wés),

IE. *réksom *réksnt CSLOB. réchu réfg (15.3F. aorist)/réste
(2P. aorist) ‘said’;

Proto-5l. *duchja CS1.OB.R. duid “soul’;

1E. *sodos CSLOB. chodi ‘way' R. chod;

IE. *misdh- *mizdh- CSl. mizda’wage ' (Gk. wotds Goth.mizds).

The Indo-European language was poor in fricatives, and only the
one, sibilant s, is certainly demonstrated. Before voiced consonants it
became voiced (=), but the voiced sibilant had no separate existence in
the sound-system.

The development of Sl. s <IE. 5 is quite distinct from that of SL. s {
IE. k; they must have been different sounds at the moment when
their lines of change crossed. After i u 7 k, even at a distance, IE. 5 >
Skr. § (matisu smugd rgi- ‘seer’, rksas ‘bear’), called ‘lingual 5. Other
terms are ‘cacuminal’ and c:rubml' they imply that in these instances
the tip of the tongue was raised from the lower teeth towards a point
in the high palate, as in Castilian s. Such an 5 readily becomes f and is
generally heard as § by foreigners unacquainted with it; the sibilant is
then prunuurmed in the high palate, but with the back of the tongue.
This is the development in Avestic: Av. dafina- Skr. ddkginas OB.
desmit ‘right (hand)’ (Lat. dexter Gk. Befiés). 1f the friction with the
back of the tongue slips further back in the mouth, as far as the soft
palate or velum, then the sound produced is the velar sibilant ch,
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which is the Slavonic conclusion unless a consonant follows. (See
sections z and 12).

From the hard Proto-Sl. ch there developed a soft § before front
vowels by the first Slavonic palatalization (vide supra). The conditions
under which ¢h occurred involved certain casé- and personal-endings,
and so allowed for the working of analogy. The velar sibilant occurs
normally in the locative plural, without restriction to the combinations
involving i w r k. Similarly it seems that initial 5 might become ch
(chod), and thus give rise by palatalization to ¥ (OB. fidd “having gone'),
though these developments may have been due to the analogy of
compounds (e.g. R. prichdd ‘arrival’ uchodif *depart’ ) in which original
s was preceded by s-or w. Original ks- may have given rise to some
instances of initial ch-/#-: IE. *(k)s{w)eks Skr. say Avestic khivaf
L. .frﬂ CSLOB. festf R. fesf “six’.

. Aspirate Occlusives. In Indo-European the simple occlusives
kg j t d p b were accompanied by aspirates of the same formation,
viz. kh gh ke £h th dk ph bh. Th:}r were most fully conserved in
Sanskrit, where the system was applied to the new order of palatal
consonants, so that beside Skr. ¢ j there were also Skr. ¢k jh. In Greek
the voiced aspirates became unvoiced, and only y 8 ¢ remained. In
Balto-Slavonic the aspirates were identified with the corresponding
simple consonants in all cases. A doubt has been raised in favour of
the survival of kk by A. Meillet (Introd. & 'étude comparative des
langucs indo-européennes, Paris, 1924, p. 64), as a result of comparing
B. chichot ‘laughter' chochotdf “laugh’ with Skr. kakhati ‘he laughs'
Gk. waydgw<®yoxéze Lat. cachinmnus OHG. huok Arm. khakhank'.
The word is inconclusive, however, as it may represent in each case
imitation of the sound of laughter. In what follows, the aspirates will
not be separately discussed.

35. Velars and Postpalatals. K . These sounds are caused by raising
the back of the tongue, a relatively sluggish muscular mass, to contact
with the velum or soft palate, which gives a duller resonance than the
hard palate or hard teeth in the front part of the mouth. There is, in
consequence, a considerable area in which contact may be made at
different points without changing the essential timbre of the con-
sonants. As between the &'s (£'s) in Eng. keen ken/con there is the
difference that the first sound is pronounced well forward in the velum
(prevelar) or immediately behind the hard palate (postpalatal), while
the second is pronounced towards the middle of the velum (medio-
velar). The effect of a w upon k (Eng. guad) is to shift the point of
contact lower down the throat (postvelar).

In many languages the distinction between postpalatal and medio-
velar k g occurs as an accident of pronunciation, and has no effect upon
linguistic structure. In others, such as the Romance group, the
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postpalatal pronunciation of &k g (before front vowels e 1) was
accentuated and tended to come as far forward as the high palate
(mediopalatal). But in the high palate it is not possible to retain the
occlusive pronunciation intact, and a change is made to another order
of sounds, In raising the back of the tongue to the velum and lowering
it again, a relatively short distance is traversed, without influencing the
total sound, which is essentially defined by the contact of tongue and
velum. But in the high palate the tongue has to rise and fall an
appreciable distance, and the contact is at the extreme of possible
movement; the contact becomes momentary, and the total sound
includes a long sibilant off-glide. Instead of occlusion there is affrica-
tion or semi-occlusion. Such sounds are sometimes described by
phoneticians as composed of two others, an occlusive and a fricative;
but they are not of double length, and they are formed with on-glide,
tension, and off-glide like any other consonants. The explanation also
falls foul of the fact that the existence of complete occlusives in the
high palate is rather a matter of theoretical symmetry than of actual
experience of languages. In such a region occlusives immediately
become unstable, and are transformed to sounds of other orders.

The cause of this development is that ¢ ¢ are vowels formed by
raising the tongue forward towards the hard palate and gums. Energy
is saved by lifting the tongue for & g not against the middle velum, but
more forward in the palate. But, having begun such movements, the
tongue may continue to develop its forward utterance even beyond
the place where ¢ i arc formed, and so give rise to dental affricates,
Moreover, in any affricate the moment of contact is brief in compari-
son with the off-glide, and it may be eclipsed altogether, so that the
affricate becomes a fricative. Few languages have gone so far as
Castilian, which has given to the fricative an interdental value. To
sum up these possible developments (using k ¢ ch for k g ch modified
in a forward direction), we have

Velar Postpalatal Mediopalatal Dento-alveolar lntcrdcm.nl
Occlusive kg -k g - [.fl} ()
Affricate ; Yedf - ¢ ds
Fricative  ¢h ch L Hpg toly Al p
All but the last occur in Slavonic. The satem-palatalization gives s 2,
the first Slavonic palatalization gives ¢ (d)F (and § from ch), and the
second gives ¢ (d)z (and §/§ from ck).

The Semitic languages distinguish between velar and postvelar
pronunciations: Arabic k/g, Arabic j (g (Hebrew g)/g. In Indo-
European languages the postvelar pronunciation is an accident due to
a following e (Eng. quad guantity). But'w, while resembling the
velars in the position of the tongue, resembles the labials in being
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pronounced by both lips, and so it is carable of transforming kw gw
into p b. The western languages of the Indo-European family reveal
no trace of a distinction between velar and postpalatal & g, but they do
show the postvelar either as such or as a labial. The eastern languages
distinguish between the two orders of k g, and treat as an accident the
presence of w after either order. Exactly how the distinction between
the two kinds of & g arose is not known, since we lack all evidence of
states previous to the point of divergent d:vclupmcut In order not to
beg any questions the forward variety is denoted IE. k £ and the

backward IE. k g.

36. (@) The satem-palatalization. 1E. k §, L. § £, Latv.OPr. 5 3,
CSL.OB. s 2, Iranian 5 z, Arm. 5 ¢, Skr. ¢ j/Gk. x (but kw >Gk. mr)
Lat. e=h g Ir.c g Germ. h k; 1E. k g BSl. k g.

IE. *kmtdm L. fimtas 'hundred’ Latv. simts CSLOB. sito
RP.Cz.5.MB. sto (Skr. patam Avestic satam/Gk. #eardv Lat,
centum Ir. cet Goth. hund),

IE. *dekmt 1.. défimt ‘ten” Latv. desmit CS1.OB. desgti R. désjal
(Skr. dapa Arm. tasn/Gk. Béxa Lat. decem Ir. de(i)ch n- Goth
tathun); s

IE. *ckwos *ehwa L. afvd ‘mare’ (8kr. apvas/Gk. Trmos Lat.
equus Ir. ech Goth. athw-);

IE. ®*gn-*fnd- L. Zindti "know' Latv. zindt CSL.OB. znmati R.
snaf (Skr. jAd- Arm. c'anot’ ‘acquaintance’/Gk. yryviouw Lat.
(g)masco);

IE. *fheim- L. fiemd "winter’ Latv. zfema CSLOB.R.etc.
zima (Skr. hima- Gk. yuipa xoudv Lat. hiems);

IE. *kru- ®kren- L. kraiijas "blood’ CSLOB. krivi (acc.) R.
hrot (Skr. kravis- Gk. rptas Lat, cruor Ir. crid);

IE. ®*jugom L. jingas (with infixed n) “yoke' CSLOB. igo
(Eng. 3oke);

IE. *ghordhos L. gardas ‘enclosure’ CSl. ®*gordd OB. gradi R.
gdrod Ruth. horod P. grid Cz. hrad Slov.5.MB. grad (ON. gardr
‘garth’ Eng. yard);

IE. ®snoigh®os L. smifgas 'snow’ CSLOB. smégd R. sneg P.
fmieg Cz. snih Slov. snép S. snijeg (Gk. vipa (acc.) Lat. mix mivis).

The distinction between the velars and postpalatals is clear from
the above examples. Slavonic s = represent phonetically the extreme of
change, and intermediate stages may have been like those stabilized in
Lithuanian (f #) and Sanskrit (¢ j), while yet others are possible,
Hence IE. s ( >SL. s § ch) never coincided with s <k during the forma-
tive period of either sound,

There are some words which retain the velar pronunciation of
k £ for reasons hard to discover; CSLOB. svekry ‘mother-in-law' R.
svekrdv/Skr. pvagris Lat. socrus, CSLOB. gosi “goose’ R. gud/L.
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Zagsis Latv. zuoss OPr. sansy G. yfv Lat. (h)anser Germ. Gans. The
explanation that CSI. gosi was borrowed, in respect of the initial, from
the German seems improbable, and it is best to admit that a phonetic
lew may not be carried through in all its instances through some
resistance, which may not itself be known.

37- (b) First Slavomic palatalization. 1E. k g (before e §) L.OPr.
k g Latv, ¢ ds CSLOB. £ *df £ (and Proto-5l. ch-+e1 >C8l. §).

IE. ®ketswores L. keturi 'four’ CSLOB. Zetyre R. letyre (Skr.
catur Arm. &ors); L. ketvivtas “fourth’ OPr. kettwiris Latv. ceturtass
CSl. *Zetwirtu;

IE. *s%end OPr. genno (voc.) CSLOB.R. £ena ‘woman’;

IE. *g"iwos L. gyvas OP. gijwans (AP) Latv. dwies CSLOB.
Frvd “alive' R. $ro (Skr. fivati ‘lives');

Vulgar Lat. ceresia (¢) R. éeréfnja ‘cherry’.

Sounds resulting from palatalization were ‘soft’ in Common
Slavonic and originally in Old Bulgarian, It is not necessary to
indicate this ‘softness’. CSl. § must be understood as &, CSl. £ as
&, etc. Only s 3 may have been originally hard or soft.

The development of a postpalatal occlusive into a mediopalatal
affricate is very natural. The presence of the same developments in
Sanskrit and Armenian, together with the fact that they are anterior in
Slavonic to the Middle Proto-Slavonic period (see section 13), is
evidence of high antiguity.

38. (¢) Second Slavomic Palatalization. Proto-Sl. &k g ck (i: after
¥ i ¢ <im and before ir; ii : before &i <ai oi);

CSLOB. ¢ d= = s (WSL §).

i: Proto-Sl. *ovika CSLOB. ovica ‘sheep’ R. ovcd;

Proto-51. *otiki CS1.OB. otici ‘father’ R. otéc.

Goth. *kirikha (OHG. chirikha) OB. crky ‘church’ R. cérkod;

Germ. kuningaz pemingaz CSLOB. king(d)=i péne{d)sf “prince,
coin’ R. kmjad OR. pémjaz;

ii: L. kdina Proto-5l. *koina CS1.OB. céna ‘price’ R. cend (Gk.
mon);

Germ. Kaisar CSLOB. césari ‘king' R. caf;

L. gaslis *sharp’ OB. (d)zélo ‘vehemently’;

OB. rokd ‘destiny’ bogal ‘god’ duchd ‘breath’ /LS. rocé bo{d)zé
dusé/NP. roci bo(d)zi dusi (mucha ‘fly’/DLS. Slovak dial.
musé muse/Cz. moufe P. musze);

OB. cvéti ‘flower’ (d)zvézda “star’ R. cvet zvesdd/P. kuwiat
gwiazda Cz. kvét hvézda.

These sounds also were soft in Common Slavonic and originally in
Old Bulgarian.

The second palatalization does not take place after e & (R. Zelovék
‘man’}, and it seems to have been impeded when after the velar came
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¥ o ¢ (OB. kinegydi R. knjaginja/knjas). Both forms operated upon
Germanic loanwords, but they do not seem to have been entirely
contemporaneous. It is disputed which was earlier, but it is to be
noted that, while the first type was completely carried through, the
second shows an incomplete process in e.g. P. kwiat guwiazda. P.Cz.
§ from ch may be due to the analogy of the first palatalization, since s
is found in Slovak dialects.

In Russian ky gy chy have become ki gi chi (OR. Kyev MR. Kiev)
and thus given rise to new examples of & § ch before a front vowel.
The consonants have been softened, though not changed in timbre,
but the development has permitted the restoration of k g ¢h in declen-
sion before case-endings ¢ ¢ (that is, LSMN DLSF NAPM).

39. Dentals and Alveolars. The tongue-tip is a lively organ which
forms clear sounds against the teeth, gums (alveoli) and front palate,
It also reaches to the high palate, but in that region the mid-back of
the tongue functions more readily, and dentals which develop so far
back are liable to conversion into palatals such as develop from the
velars. In contact with the teeth and gums the tongue is more pro-
truded than for the articulation of the front vowels. Their effect is
thus to withdraw the tongue-tip to the front of the hard palate
immediately behind the gums (which is the effect of ¢/ ¢ on a preceding
dental), or into the high palate (which is the effect of 7). Owing to the
resonance, however, it is possible to maintain these distinctions
without complete separation of timbre. In Common Slavonic this is
what occurs; the dentals and alveolars have three shades: hard or
normal before back vowels, soft or palatalized before front vowels,
and palatal before j. [We may compare, for illustration, Eng. ¢ in fone
(2), tune (f), and try (f)]. In the individual languages, including Old
Bulgarian, the palatals { d appear as back-tongue palatals, but of
different kinds in each region. They have no common source as such
palatals, and one must suppose that in Common Slavonic they were
tongue-tip palatals of dental timbre. Hence Common Slavonic must
be credited with a triple series of these sounds; ¢t £ £, dd d, [ 1], nsi #i,
r¥F,etc.

In Old Bulgarian manuscripts a semi-circle placed to the right of a
letter is a sign both of soft and of palatal utterance. The South
Slavonic languages have eliminated softness, so that there remain of
these Common Slavonic sounds only the normal varieties, save for
certain back-tongue palatals. In Russian, apart from these back-
tongue palatals, the tendency has been to reduce the three orders to
two: hard/soft. In Polish and Czech there has also been reduction to
two: hard/palatal.

40. T D. IE. t BSL. ¢; 1E. d dh BSL. d; CSL. *f (before e i) P. Up
Wend. ¢ LowWend. §; CSL *d (before e i) P. UpWend. d# LowWend.
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#; CSl. *f (before j; also from *&f *gf) R. é P.Wend.Cz. ¢ Slov. £ S. ¢
OB. $(*¥#3/*{8) MB. §t; CSL *d (befcre j) R. # (<*d%) P. ds
Cz. z (<{dz) Slovak d= Slov. j 5. 4 OB. £d MB. 4.
IE. *trejes CSI. trije ‘three’;
IE. *dd- L. diioti CSL.OB. dati ‘give' R. daf;
IE. *maté(r) L. mdté “wife’ CSLOB. mati ‘mother’ R. maf/
P.UpWend. maf LowWend. ma¥;
CSLOB. déda ‘grandfather’ R. ded/WR. died P. dsiad Up
Wend. déed LowWend. sed;
CSl. *svéfa ‘candle’ R. svedd/P. fwieca Cz. svice/Slov. svéda
S. svijééa OB. svéita MB. sveit;
IE. *noktis L. naktis CSl. *nofi ‘night' R. no&/P.Wend.Cz.
noc/Slov. néé 5. ndé OB. nofti MB. noft;
IE. ®*magtis CSl. *mofi ‘might’ R. mod” etc.;
IE. *medhja CSl. *meda ‘boundary’ R. me#d/P. miedza
Slovak medza Cz. mez/Slov. méja S. méda OB. medda MB. mefdd.

The different results from CSI. *f *d serve to mark off Russian
from West Slavonic and West Slavonic from South Slavonic, and so
are used as the main criterion for classifying the Slavonic languages.
They do not indicate the unity of the South Slavonic block. In Istria
the pronunciation is still largely dental and occlusive, but in Serbia it
is more affricate. A palatal sibilant off-glide in Slovene resulted in a
palatal consonant (¢) for the voiceless sound, while the voiced df
ceased to be affricate, resulting in j, which extends into fa-dialects:
In Bulgarian the sibilant palatal off-glides were both voiceless and
voiced, so that *f >*fF > *¥ff ¥, and *d became #d by parallel
stages. On the other hand the treatment of soft { d divides the main
Slavonic groups by associating White Russian with Polish and
Wendish.

41 L R N.IE. Irn CSLOB. I r n; C5l * *F R.7 P. rs=4 Wend.
férCa. F ]

CSl. ®elbedi/*olbodi OB. lebedi R. lébed ‘swan’ P. labeds Cz.
labut 8. labid;

LE. *leigh- L. liedid ‘lick’ OB. lizati lifp R. lizdf P. lizaé (Gk.
Aeiyw Lat. lingo); = .

Germ. Karl R. kordl ‘king' P, krol S. krdlj; ?

L. rankd ‘hand' CSLOB. roka R. rukd P. reka Cz. ruka;

R. re” “discourse’ P. rzecs ‘thing’ Cz. fef ‘speech’;

IE. *mewos CSLOB. novd ‘new’ R. mov P. ndw Cz.5.MB. nov;

R. koni ‘horse’ P. ko Cz. kid 5. konj.

It is normal in speech for these sounds to approximate to the
articulation of the following sound. The liquid / moves from the gums
to the high palate, where it becomes [A]. Hus described the ‘hollow’
or “dark’ //1 as it existed in Czech: ‘unde sciendum, quod / generatur
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apponendo linguam ad superius palatum sive dentes ®qualiter tenendo,
seu inferiores extra protendendo, vel e contra; sed  generatur linguam
in fine sub dentibus ponendo et superiores dentes ultra inferiores
protendendo’. Thus ! was pronounced by the tongue-tip, and / by the
arched back of the tongue. The sound has died out in Czech, but it is
the normal or ‘hard’ Russian / ({ being represented by a following soft
jer or soft vowel); in Polish hard { is distinguished alphabetically from
soft . Where [A] has developed in Serbocroat it is represented by Jj.

The development of CS1. *F *F into a vibrant followed by a sibilant
off-glide is highly characteristic of West Slavonic. In Czech this
vibrant remains, the off-glide having the nature of 4/f according to
circumstances. Elsewhere the glide has eliminated the vibration
(P. r2=3%/F Wend. ¥ 4), though there are some instances in Wendish
in which the vibrant persists without the glide. The result in Slovak
is a hard r.

As for n there are three distinct sounds commonly represented by
one letter, viz., the alveolar n, the palatal 4, and the velar si. The latter
commonly arise before palatals or velars, and as there is only a
mechanical adaptation it is not often denoted alphabetically (but cf.
Skr. padca “five’ Gk. &yyehos=Lat. angelus ‘messenger’). In Indo-
European they had no existence independently of alveolar n. As they
were due to the nature of the following consonant they fell out of
Slavonic, because they formed diphthongs with the preceding vowel,
and were reduced to nasal vowels. (R. bank dngel and similar words
retain alveolar n even before velars, though the moreé difficult group
in punkt probably has velar n.) New varieties of n arose, however,
by softening alveolar n, and they developed a palatal articulation (Cz.
# P. # S. nj) which restored the palatal nasal to the alphabet. The
distinction between palatal 4 and soft s is subtle (cf. Eng. omion/
union). Russian # is the soft variety, i.e., it is pronounced by the
tongue-tip, not the arched back.

Sl s, however it originated, is liable to these nuances: OB, noni
‘nose’ mositi (f) "carry’ nofg < ®nogio ‘1 carry’.

42. Labials. PBV M. IE.pbm L. g bm CSLOB. p bm; Protw-Sl, *y
L. v CSLOB. v; CSL *pj *bj *vj *mj R.Slov.5. pl etc./F.Wend.Cz.MB.
P'(p) etc./OB. pl p.

IE. *penk=e L. penki ‘five’ CSLOB. peti R. pjaf P. pie¢ Cz. pét
S. pét MB. pet (Gk. wére);

IE. *nebhos L. debesis “cloud’ (d by substitution) CSLOB.R.
Slov.S.MB. nebo ‘sky’ P. miebo (Gk. vigos), MGk. xapéps R. kordb
*skiff’ /P. korab Cz. kordb;

CSl. *zemja zema OB. zem(l)'a/R. zemljd S. 2émlja ‘land’ /P,
ziemia Wend. zemia Cz, zemé MB. zemjd;

IE. *bheudhs CSI. *bjude OB. Mud-;g ‘guard” R. bljudi.
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F was not a Common-Slavonic sound. It derived later from
unvoicing of final v after the loss of the jers, from the Slavonic combi-
nations -pitv- and che, from Gk. ¢ 8 and Germanic and Romance f.
The remaining labials we must suppose to have come down to Com-
mon Slavonic unaltered as to timbre, but with three nuances, like the
dentals, which may be denoted p (before back vowels), p (before front
vowels), and § (before ;) etc. It is, of course, impossible for a labial to
become a palatal proper; but by # we understand a labial followed by
a palatal off-glide due to the prepalatal position taken by the tongue,
and by $ a labial with the tongue in so tense a position that when its
articulation could be heard it was a palatal consonant, j in the more
relaxed utterance, but [ in the more tense. The palatal consonant made
itself heard when the closure of the lips ceased a fraction of time before
the tongue proceeded from its position of expectancy to form the
front vowel itself. The two varieties of palatalized articulation were
marked in Old Bulgarian by semi-circles to the right of the letter. In
Russian they are unmarked, since here again, after the rise of the
specifically palatal groups pl bl vl ml, the labials were reduced from
three orders to two: hard/soft. The quality is known from the
following vowel.

43. Final Consonants. S N T D. All Indo-European final consonants
were lost in Common Slavonic, with the result that, in principle, all
Common Slavonic and Old Bulgarian words ended in a vowel. By the
twelfth century the most common of these vowels, the two jers, had
disappeared, leaving new final consonants in all the modern languages.
These have been reduced from the two series of voiceless and voiced
consonants to the single series of voiceless consonants everywhere but
in Serbocroat and, to some extent, in Slovene and Ruthenian. Thus,
tor instance, MR. chod *way’ is pronounced [xat], Cz. sub ‘tooth’ [zup].

The most interesting final consonants are those used in flexions:
-d of the ablative, -5 of the nominative and plural, -n of the n-stems,
=t 3 pers.sg.pl. of verbs, -nt of the nt-stems, Though all have gone,
there is reason to believe that they did not disappear at the same time.
Thus final -n closes the vowel one grade (see section 31). Therefore,
since 3 pl. *-ont > CSI. -, it is evident that n cannot have been final
at the relevant period: the development must have been *-ont > *-ot >
-0, because otherwise it would have given *-y. On the other hand,
®-ons > CSl. -y. The effect of 5 is to lengthen a previous vowel before
disappearing, and the effect of n is to close it. The order of develop-
ment can only have been ®-ons > ®-in > -y.

Prepositions and some other proclitics had no independent life in
the sentence, but formed part of the same breath-group as the word
following. Therefore their consonants were not really final, and might
stand, either in all cases or in some. Thus OB, iz/is L. if “out’ (cf.
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Lat. ex Gk. &) persists, but there are also forms in & due to the
general analogy of vocalie endings (whence R. izo- in compounds).
IE. ®*op ®ob L. ap ab CSLOB. o ob ‘concerning, against’ had other
forms in obii obi due to 1E. ®abhi. Final -t has dropped in IE. *ar
C5l. vy- ‘out’. OB. v “in’ ki “to' s 'with’ recover their original
-n before pronouns beginning with a vowel and in compounds, and an
analogical » is found after other prefixes in certain compounds, e.g.,
R. raznuzddf “unbridle’ /uzdd ‘bridle’.

44- Influence of Consonants on Vowels. A major feature of Slavonic
linguistic history has been the creation of palatal consonants from
normal velars or dentals. At first these function as hard/soft pairs,
but as the palatal consonant attains independence it tends to become
its own norm, giving rise to new hard consonants. Old Bulgarian was
in process of hardening a considerable number of its palatals (§ £ & 24
¢ z etc.), and the hardening (or normalizing) process has become
general in South Slavonic, and quite advanced in Czech. Even in
languages which, like Russian and Polish, maintain the alternation
hard/soft with scruple, there are cases of hardening, such as P. rs.
Now a soft consonant requires a soft vowel and a hard consonant a
hard vowel. The appearance of hard vowels after palatals is a sign of
the hardening process. It probably went back in part to a very ancient
date when *slyféti became slyfati (see section 13). Examples from the
Old Bulgarian period are: CSl. *stojéti/OB. stojati ‘stand’, CSI.
i*¢éni/OB. éasit ‘hour’. A foreign e in hiatus was liable to pass into o:
OB. Vitileami/Gk. Brfhsiy ‘Bethlehem'. A difficult case is OB. Rimi
R. Rim P. Rsym for ‘Rome'. It is explained as *Rim- >NS. *Rym,
but LS. *Rymé > Rimé (by influence of the front vowel -# upon the
preceding back vowel), and so NS. Rimd. The y in P. Rzym is due to
a later Polish process of hardening.

45. Conmsomant Groups. Consonant groups are simplified thus:
(i) double consonants become single, (ii) of two occlusives, only the
second survives, (iii) occlusive+-sibilant assimilates to the sibilant,
These changes leave as groups only sibilant+ occlusive, and those
involving / r as the second element. The loss of the jers in historic
times led to the formation of new groups in the individual languages.
In Polish they attain notable complexity (e.g. P. pasistw spreymierso-
nych ‘of the Allied States', with seven successive consonants). But in
Polish, as in all the Slavonic languages, the instinct to simplify or
eliminate groups has been at work. Adjacent voiced and voiceless
consonants are subject to assimilation, which is usually regressive
(e.g. pd > bd), and this assimilation is indicated in Serbocroat
spelling. The voicing of consonants before sonants—common in the
Romance languages—is rare in Slavonic, though, for instance, Slovak
my sme ‘we are’ is pronounced [mi zme].
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(i) Double consonants were found in some nursery words like ®atta
Gk. &rra ‘daddy’ OB. otief, and in forms like ®essi "thou art’ OB. jesi.

Those arising in compound words have not as a rule been reduced,
though there is e.g. OB. bezakonije ‘lawlessness’ ( <bes zakon-). Tt has
been interestingly suggested that the word beséda 'speech, conversa-
tion' represents bez séd- with the sense of 'sitting without’, i.e.,
‘outzide’; cf. R. besédhka "arbour’.

(ii) Occlusive+- occlusive: ®*pt *bt *th >O0B. t k, as OB. netifi
‘nephew’ /Lat. meptis, dlate ‘chisel’ <*dolto <*dolbto, OB. okryti
‘uncover’ /ot{i@)kryti. OB. potd ‘sweat’ may be from *poktd (pek-
‘bake'), and if so it shows ¢ _*kt. CSl. *kf *gf (see section 4o0). OB. gd
in kigda kogda "when' is a recent group, if the latter element stands
for goda, as has heen suggested.

(1ii) Occlusive | sibilant: *kch *tch > OB. ch, *ps *#s >0B. 5, as in
OB. récha '1 said'/reko, ochoditi ‘depart’ /ot(d)choditi, osa ‘wasp'/
Lat. vespa OE. weesp werps, vésid *1 led' /vedn.

Sibilant+ occlusive: sp st sk, zh zd sp remain. By the two palata-
lizations *sk ®zg gave (i) *s¢ > and *zdd >&dd (OB. ft £d) and (ii)
sc zdz (OB. st 2d): OB. iskati ‘seek’ gives (i) ifto P. iszcze (by the first
palatalization), and diiska “board"’ gives (ii) LS. diisté P. desce (by the
second palatalization).

Consonant + nasal: *tn *dn *pn *bn >O0B. n, *dm >0B. m, *bdm >
OB. dm: OB. sind ‘sleep’/1E, *supnos, dami 1 shall give’ <*dadmi/
Gk. BiScww, sedmii 'seventh’/Gk. ipBopos.

Consonant4{/r: t] dl >WSL. 1 df/SSLESL [, as in vedla "led’ (fem.
past part. of vedg) Cz. vedla P. wiodla/SSLES| vela; Cz. kidlo
OP. krzydlo MP. skraydlo LowWend. kfdlo/OB.S. krilo R. kryld
(with hardening of the vibrant in Russian). Original ®*sr *2r > CSL
str zdr: OB. sestra “sister’ /L. séseri (acc.) Lat. soror (®sesor), OB.
1zdraill *1srael’.

46.  Dissimilation. Original ®-tti/dti (infinitives) > OB. etc. -sti:
OB. mesti ‘throw’ /meto, pasti ‘fall’/pado.

B. FORMS AND THEIR USES
(i) VERBS

47- Simplifying the Paradigm. A verb is that part of a sentence which
is grammatically equipped to express phenomena. The sentence itself
expresses phenomena, i.e., the changes and states of experience as our
minds rest upon them, but it does so with full circumstantiality in cach
case. From the sentence it is possible to abstract concepts which can
serve to denote circimstances of other phenomena: the names of
parties to the events (nouns) or substitutes for those names (pro-
nouns), terms denoting their qualities (adjectives) or qualities of the
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activity or state (adverbs). There remains, however, the essentially
phenomenal element, which is the verb. The verb must be equipped
grammatically for the purpose, and it is from the ancient Greek
(preferably Homeric) conjugation that we get the best idea of how the
Indo-European language equipped its verbs. In Greek the vowels o/¢
are preserved, and with them one of the principal artifices of the
parent tongue, viz., vowel-alternation. They fall together with a in
Sanskrit, but otherwise the Sanskrit conjugation helps to complete the
evidence of the Greek. From certain discrepancies between them it
would seem that the Indo-European system was looser in structure,
less precisely ordered in a paradigm, and possessed of alternative
possibilities of growth.

The Indo-European verb provided means of relating the phenome-
non in several ways. The act or state described might be represented
as proceeding simply from the subject as source or agent (active voice),
or as affecting and, so to say, returning to, the subject (middle voice).
The middle voice was based on the active, generally by means of
additions to the flexion (e.g. Gk. active Seixwuin/middle Ssixwupcn ‘show’),
There was also a grammatical device (passive voice) to enable the
logical object to be expressed as subject. The passive voice employed
chiefly forms from the middle, with a few specially its own, and so
must be regarded as incompletely stabilized in the Indo-European
period. In Balto-Slavonic these secondary voices were eliminated.
The return to the subject was more simply expressed by the reflexive
pronoun: L. o (dat.) CSLOB. s¢ (acc.). It satisfied the requirements of
the middle voice to associate the active with the reflexive pronoun,
and it was used also for the passive which depended formally on the
middle. It had the great advantage of applying one single form for the
new conceptual element, in place of the very mixed and various
collection of forms used in Indo-European. As an enclitic the reflexive
would stand after the first substantial word of the sentence, but its
association in thought with the verb has led to its taking in Russian
an invariable place behind the verb. In Old Bulgarian it might still be
separated by a particle, and in other Slavonic languages it is still
relatively free,

The speaker regarded his expression in various ways (moods),
whether as a statement or enquiry about facts (indicative), as an
energetic utterance to be obeyed (imperative), as a nearer or remoter
notion (subjunctive/optative), the actuality of which was not asserted,
Expressions of the verbal idea in nouns and adjectives constituted the
infinitive mood, so called, but are developments on another line of
distinction. The infinitive itself appears to have been very loosely
constituted, since its forms are independent in each group of languages.
They have in common only a general tendency to be formed by endings
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analogous to case-endings. In Balto-Slavonic the infinitive was
given definite form as *-té, supine *-tum. The system of participles
{verbal-adjectives) is very complete, though largely reduced to invari-
able gerunds in the modern languages by loss of flexion. Of the four
finite moods only the indicative survived fully articulate in Slavonic,
and forms of the optative were used instead of the imperative. The
imperative and subjunctive completely vanished.

It was also possible to distinguish between certain types of activity
(aspects) and between times (tenses). As to aspect, the phenomenon
might be one precisely delimited (perfective) or not delimited (im-
perfective). The former usage also covered absolute and abstract
assertions, as in proverbs, and is called aorist in Greek (&SmoTos
‘indeterminate’), a word which is inconvenient in view of the use of
the aorist for actions or states defined as to time and space. Such
definition is more common in past time than in the present, so that
the notion of aspect tended to become one of tense, especially when
the suffix -s- (sigmatic aorist) opposed the aorist formally to the
present. Most languages show increasing clearness in distinctions of
time, while those of aspect become too complex for grammatical
flexion. In addition to the perfective/imperfective criterion, phe-
nomena may be repetitive (iterative aspect in Slavonic), or defined as
to their beginning (Latin inceptives), or as to their ending only
(Fr. il vient d'arriver 'he has just arrived'), or as something towards
which the subject is in motion, or that is due to will or obligation, etc.
In past tenses there is more room for definition of aspect than in
present or future time: the past is known, and therefore we can
profitably use forms which describe a past activity or state as indefinite
(imperfect) or definite (past definite, past, or aorist) or continuing in
effect into present time (past indefinite or perfect). If a present event
has to be defined as beginning to be and ending later (perfective) that
can only be in future time. Hence in Slavonic the present perfective
performs the duties of an English future; cf. such Greek futures as
Bahd, hapd.

The Indo-European parent tongue made use of the alternation
o/e/0 to denote noun/imperfective verb/perfective (aorist) verb:
Gk. domés ‘remaining’/Asirw ‘1 remain’/Homeric Awov ‘remained’.
An adverbial prefix [E. *e- served to mark past time, and was added
to the imperfective as well as to the perfective forms: Gk. Bermov
(impf.)/Bumov (aor.). To express the perfect the o-grade of stem was
used, with-reduplication of the initial (vowel of support e): Adhorra.
In a very primitive verb, the verb ‘to be', distinctions of this sort were
made by quite different words (e.g. Lat. sum /fuf); but even when the
root was the same the vowel-gradation made the aorist as independent
of the present as the noun was of the verb. In process of time the
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aorist and present were associated, along with the perfect, in a
paradigm felt to be the conjugation of one and the same word: and
this association was strengthened, with the rise of the s-aorist: late
Gk. Benya. But originally they were independent, and the distinction
imperfective/perfective -¢/0 was valid also in present time. In
Slavonic this is so; root-thematic verbs may be of either vowel-grade
in the present tense: R. berii ‘1 take’ /4gii °T burn’; or they may use the
vowel grades to express the distinction between the present and
aorist: R. bersi/bral ‘took’. The s-aorist imposed itself in new forms in
Slavonic, and upon it was formed a new imperfect tense. The augment,
if it ever affected the tribes who later formed the Baltic and Slavonic
branches, has left no trace, save perhaps in the form discussed in
section 51. The perfect has disappeared save for OB. védé ‘T
know' (IE. *woidai cf. Gk. &8a), which remains in the Russian ved
‘after all',

One further distinction effected by the verbal paradigm was that of
nearness to the speaker and his hearer; this was the distinction of
person, complicated by number: three persons and three numbers.
It was effected by personal endings. The most primitive series was
that of the athematic verbs, in which the three persons seem to be
represented by possessive or possessive-demonstrative pronouns.
Thus SL. dami (*dad-mi) would have been originally ‘my giving’. The
personal endings expressed also tense, with a primary series for the
* present and future, secondary series for the aorist and imperfect, and
another series for the perfect. The last drops out of Balto-Slavonic
with the loss of the perfect, but the others remain.

48. Classes of Conjugations, Verbal Suffixes. It is from these elements
that the Slavonic conjugations have been built. The infinitive-aorist
stem is in each case independent of the present stem, but customary
associations have hardened into definite paradigms. The principal
types of conjugation are:

A. Athematic. A number of very simple verbs retain in the
present tense the use of a primitive series of personal endings,
which are attached without intervening vowel to the bare stem,
They have all felt a strong attraction to the thematic conjugations,
and only ®es- ‘to be' persists in being athematic in the modern
tongues. This verb is notable also as using other roots (*bhi- *bhé-
*bhondh- etc.) to complete the paradigm, and by playing a most
important part in the conjugation of other verbs.

B. Thematic, With thematic verbs the basic principle is that the
alternating vowels o/e are added to the root, to make a stem or
base (theme) for the attachment of the personal endings in the
present tense. The thematic vowels are also found outside the
present, though absent from the sigmatic aorist in Greek.
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Classification of thematic verhs is best done on the basis of the

infinitive, distinct treatments of the present tense generally

supplying sub-classes. The infinitive ends CSLOB. in -t

preceded either by no suffix (zero-grade of suffix) or by one of

five. So we may classify thematic verbs by the infinitive suffix,
viz., (i) zero (ii) n (iii) € (iv) ¢ (v) @ (vi) ova.

(i) Zevo-suffix: infin. -ti. The present varies according to the nature
of the last vowel or consonant of the root. The thematic o is
found in 1SPD 3P, otherwise £. This leads to the modifications
required by Slavonic principles of hardness and softness. There
are seven sub-classes, defined by the last sound of the root:

1.k gz ch. Infin. *-kti ®-gti >*-i (R. &'/WSL. o) Slov. & S. ¢
OB. iti; see section 40); present, first palatalization (¢ # i)
before thematic e: OB. peftr ‘cook’ modti ‘be able’, S1. peko
mogo 2. pecefi mofedi, R. ped’ mol, peki mogu, pecéi’ maofel .
OB. oréfti ‘thresh’ < *verch-, S1. vrcho, S. viéi, S1. vifém.

2.t d. Infin. *-tti ®-dti >-sti (section 46); present, palatalization
in Polish. OB. vesti ‘lead’ vedo, R. vesti vedii, P. wiei¢ wiode
wiedziesz.

3. p b v. Infin. *-vti >-ti: OB. #itf ‘live’ fivo, R. &l Hvu; *-pti
*-bti >»-ti, or with intrusive s -(p)sti: OB. greti ‘scratch’ grebo,
R. gresti 'vow’ grebu, S. grépsti.

4. 5 3. OB. nesti ‘carry’ neso, R. nesti mesi; OB, vesti, ‘convey’
vezo, R. vesti vezu,

5.m n. Infin. nasal vowel (section 28): OB. peti ‘stretch’ doti
‘blow" < ®*penti *domti, pino dimg, R. vzal ‘take' woimi,
P. dgé dmg.

6.1 r. Infin. tort-formula (section 29): present, palatalization in
Polish and Czech (section 41): OB. klati split’ mréti ‘die’,
kolg mirg, R. kolof meréf koljii mri, P. mlel ‘grind’ mrzeé, mre
mrzesz, miele myelesz, Cz. mFiti mru mfef.

7- vowel. Present, suffix -j- or -v- (after o): OB. biti ‘strike’
péti, ‘sing’ pluti ‘swim’ kryti ‘hide’, bijo pojo plavo kryjo,
R. bju pojui krdju, duf ‘blow’ diiju.

(ii) m. Infin. -noti, present -mo. There are two sub-classes, due to the
presence of a vowel or consonant before the nasal:

1. vowel: OB. minoti ‘pass’ mino, R. minsif,

2. consonant: OB. dvignoti ‘move’ dvignp, R. dvinuf (cf. dvigaf),
P. gingé 'perish’ ciggngé ‘pull’. In this sub-class the » is not
found in the asigmatic aorist (OB. deigal), but it appears in the
sigmatic form (OB. dvignoch).

The nasal suffix has a perfective value. It resembles the nasal

infix of Greck and Latin (Lat. jungo ‘join’ /jugum ‘yoke'), but the

nasal infix is not common in Slavonic: OB. bodo ‘shall be’, sedo
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‘shall sit’, l¢go ‘shall lie down’, gredo “come’ /sésti leiti, R. bidu

sjidu lidgu sesf led".

(iii) . Infin. -éti/after palatal -ati (section 25); present, suffix -&- or
-f-:

1. &: OB. uméti ‘know how to' uméjo, R. uméf uméju. Compare
Lat. manére, maneo.

2. i: OB. trpéti ‘suffer’ trpl'p trpifi, R. terpét terpljii térpis’; OB.
micati <*micéti ‘throw'. The suffix is usually durative, and
denotes a state.

(iv) i <*-gj-. Infin. -iti: OB. nositi “carry’ nofo (section 41 ad finem)
nosifi, R. mosif mofi misif, vozif ‘convey' vofu, govorif ‘speak’
{gdvor ‘talk, rumour, patois’). Often denominative, the suffix is
iterative and causative. It commonly follows a root in the o-grade.
(cf. Gk. moretran “flutters’ /miveren “flies’, Skr. patdyati/pdtati).

(v) a. Infin. -atf; present, -aj-/-j- /root; also -j- in both stems.

1. -aj-: OB. délati ‘do’ délajo, R. délal délaju, Cz. -eti <-ati after
palatal (sdzeti ‘plant’). These are denominatives, and mean to
perform the action of the noun: R. dfgrd ‘game’ fgrdf *play’ (cf.
Gk, mipf) Tipd mpde *honour’, Lat. honos honorare).

2. -j-: OB. pisafi/pisati ‘write' pifo <®pisjo (sect. 41) pifefi, R.
pasdl pifi, Cz. psdti pifi, P. oraé *plough’ orse orzess.

3. zevo: OB. birati “take’ zdvati ‘call’ kovati ‘forge’, bero zovo
kovo, R. brat zvaf lga 'tell a lie', beri zovii lgu, P. braf biore
bierzesz.

4 - in both stems: OB. lajati lajo ‘bark, scold’, R. ldjaf ldju.

(vi) ova. Infin. -ovati; present, -uj- <®-ou-j- (cf. Gk. bovhsie ‘serve’)/
Bothos ‘slave’). These words are often denominatives: obédovati
‘eat a meal'/obédii *meal’. OB. kupovati *purchase’ kupujo, R.
torgovdf “traffic’ torguju. After a palatal: OB. kralevati ‘reign’,
R. mofevdl ‘pass the night'.

49. Slavomic Aspects. In addition to the principal distinction
between perfective,/imperfective, Slavonic offers two varieties of the
latter, viz., durative/iterative; within the perfective series it is also
possible to distinguish between momentary/terminative types, and
within the terminative between ingressive/finitive according as
definition is given to the beginning of the action or to its conclusion.
The simple verbs of the first thematic class are for the most part
imperfective in the sense of durative; they denote an act or state
without limiting its continuance: R. nesti ‘be carrying’ itti ‘be going'.
There are, however, some of them which are proper to momentary,
and so perfective, action: R. pasf ‘fall’ daf ‘give’ le¢' ‘lie down' def ‘put’
sesf ‘take one's seat’ staf ‘take one's stand’ (pres. stdmu, class i}, The
nasal suffix (n, class ii) is generally perfective, and is used on a con-
siderable scale to supply perfectives for the durative imperfectives of
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the é- and a- classes (iii, v) R. gliadéf ‘look’ /glidnuf, dvigal ‘move'/
dvinuf, kiddf ‘fling'/kinuf, trégal ‘touch’/trdnuf. There were, how-
ever, a certain number of imperfectives in the n-class: R. gibnuf
‘perish’ mérknuf ‘grow dark, fade’ fomif ‘sink’. In the i-class (iv)
the denominatives are generally durative imperfectives (chuvalif
‘extol’ /chvald ‘praise’); but the deverbatives, when based on a simple
durative verb, are iteratives: vodif ‘lead’/vesti, mosil ‘carry’/nesti,
chodif ‘go, walk'/fid- “be going'. The same discrimination is applied to
the a (-aj-) class: they are durative when derived from nouns, but
iterative when derived from verbs, This is, indeed, the principal source
of iterative imperfective verbs: R. byvdf 'be’ /byf letdf ‘fly, fly around’/
letéf ‘be flying'. Otherwise the a- class is composed of durative imper-
fectives (iii 2—4), and they serve in pairs with perfectives in -if, of which
there are a considerable number: refdf ‘decide’/refil, etc. Similarly,
in the ova-class, the denominatives are durative, the deverbatives
are iterative. The general effect of these suffixes, however, with the
exception of n- and sometimes i <*¢j, was to supply additional imper-
fective verbs; for additional perfectives recourse was had to prefixes.

The effect of a prefix was to define the simple verb, and so to make
it perfective: mesti ‘carry’/donesti ‘carry to a destination’, bif ‘strike’/
izbif ‘beat o pieces, smash’. The prefix might define the action either
by its end (do- pri-), or by its beginning (vy- fz-), giving either in-
gressive or finitive perfectives. An unexpected reversal of procedure
occurs with kupif ‘make a purchase’ (perfective)/pokupdf ‘buy’. The
prepositional prefix usually has, in addition, its own proper value,
which it will be convenient to discuss later (section 74); but even so it
normally makes the verb perfective. The ingressive sub-class is
important because it is the ground upon which the perfective verbs
have given equivalents for the future tense of other languages; the
finitives serve to give definition in past time, in contrast to the un-
finished duration of the imperfectives. In this way the tense-scheme
of a Russian verb is obtained from the perfective/imperfective pair:
perfective past definite, imperfective imperfect, imperfective present,
perfective future (present tense in form), the imperfective future
being expressed periphrastically. The grouping is mostly effected by
denuding of individual meaning one of the prepositional prefixes,
most frequently po-. It then does no more than define the verb.
Examples are: R. napisdf ‘write down' sdélaf ‘do’ proditdf ‘read’
poishd{ ‘make a search’ zarabdtal ‘earn’ ukrdsf ‘steal’ vypif ‘drink up’
raskryl ‘uncover’.

From these perfectives it is possible to obtain new iterative im-
perfects, thanks to the extensive use of the Slavonic suffixes va yva ja,
as also from simple perfectives: daf ‘give’'/davdl, poddf ‘serve’/
podavdf, nadél ‘put on'/madevil, vybrosf ‘throw out’/vybrdsyvaf,
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ostanovifsja ‘stop’ /estandvlivafsia, ete. (It should be noted that -foats
acts like -jivati upon preceding consonants.) While it is always
necessary to unite the imperfective and perfective forms of the verb in
order to complete its full paradigm, it is sometimes necessary to add
the iterative form as a third member of the group.

Some pairs are wholly unrelated: R. braf/vajaf ‘take’, bef/uddrif
‘hit’, klast/polofif ‘put’, lovif/pojmdf ‘catch’, govoril/skazdfl ‘say’.

The Slavonic imperfective aspect normally covers both the habitual
and the durative present senses (e.g. Eng. ‘I go'/*1 am going’), but for
a few simple words special forms are employed to distinguish these
senses (e.g. R. chofii 'I go'/idii '] am going”; cf. letdl letéf above). The
words specialized to the habitual sense have disappeared from some
languages, but in Czech, Polish and colloquial Russian they have had a
considerable vogue, and led to a wide development of iteratives.
A striking example is Cz. on chodivdvd, meaning ‘he keeps going at
irregular intervals’. The frequentatives of colloquial Russian (as
distinct from those also admitted by the literary language) are only
used in the past tense; e.g. on govdrival ‘he used to say’. In Russian
only the imperfective (and, if there is one in the literary language, the
iterative imperfective) can be used to form the compound future or in
conjunction with such verbs as fo begin.

A small number of verbs embrace both aspects in one form and
may therefore be described as perfective-imperfective. Such is R,
Zenifsja ‘to get married’ (of a man).

Anything approaching a complete exposition of Slavonic aspects
and their use e.g. in Russian would, even if within the capacity of the
present writers, take up far more space than could be afforded in this
book, Students of Greek will notice similarities between the use of the
Slavonic perfective infinitive, imperative and participles and the forms
of the Greek aorist, and distinctions of ‘aspect’ are plentiful in West
European languages, including English (e.g. 1 have come /I came /I was
coming /I used to come). Those who can read Russian should not fail to
consult V. V. Vinogradov's Pyccruft Aanx (Moscow-Leningrad 1947)
for a detailed examination of this complicated question, which, as
Vinogradov says (op. cit. p. 477), is ‘one of the most difficult and
debatable and one of the least investigated departments of Russian
grammar'. Here however is some indication of the position: The
Russian on chodil may be iterative, meaning ‘he used to go’, but may
also mean ‘he was (on a definite occasion) walking up and down’; the
form of this verb with e.g. the prefix s- (schodit’) may be the imper-
fective corresponding to the perfective sojtf ‘to go down’ but is also
used as a perfective verb meaning ‘to pop down'; in metaphorical
expressions the non-iterative imperfect is used instead of the iterative,
c.g. nerédko nés (instead of the frequentative nosil) vsju otvétstvennost’
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‘he frequently bore the whole responsibility’; in certain negative
constructions the imperfective is preferred to the perfective, and .2
the negative imperative of a perfective verh may convey a warning:
ne poskal’znis *(take care you) don’t slip’; the imperfective is frequently
encountered when the foreign student would expect a perfective.
Some of the at first sight anomalous uses of the imperfective for the
perfective may perhaps be compared with the ‘vivid' use of the
French imperfect for the past definite.

50. Personal Endings. The chief formal distinction between nouns
and verbs is due to the opposition of nominal case-endings and verbal
personal endings. These serve to distinguish not only person, but
also number and voice, and they belong to two series: primary/
secondary. They were:

IE,
Primary: umhma:tnc S1. -mi 2. =51 3. -ti Pr. -mos/mes -men 2.-te 3.-(0/e)nti
matic - j }D:. =fr=23. =f-

Secondary: -m -5 = -mo /me -te  ={o e)mt
OB. primary thematic -p -fi -tk -ma - -te  -(p/fita v =g =1,

secondary -t - = - “te -ple =X .
OR. primary thematic  -u - - -me, mo/my/mia/m -te  -(ufjali o -t -t
MR, - Y -m -te  -(uffa)e

The original force of the endings may have been possessive. IE.
“es-mi was probably ‘my being'=‘I am’, and *ei-mi ‘my going’="‘I go'.
It is easy to recognize the first personal possessive in the termination,
not the nominative *efo(m). The second and third singular would then
also be possessives, but their form recalls the demonstratives in s and ¢
which indicate nearer and remoter distance. The first person of the
plural is a modification of the singular, and the first person of the dual
is also recognizably the dual pronoun; but the other persons are more
enigmatic,

S1. The ending -mi serves to give a name to the whole class of
athematic verbs as ‘verbs in -mi". Thematic verbs end in -5 (Gk. pipe),
to which -mi was later added in Sanskrit (Skr. bhdrami= Lat. fero,
cf. Arm. berem). The Slavonic -0 may represent a subjunctive *-am,
or an *-g to which *m has been added: hence CSL.OB. berg ‘1 take’,
R. berii/L. dirbu *work’ <uo <-3). In the secondary series -om > SI. -i.
In the modern Slavonic languages, and especially in Czech, Slovak,
Slovene and Serbocroat, there has been a notable extension of -m
to certain classes or to all verbs. This originates in the -aj- class
(v 1) which contracted -aje- to -a- (OB. délajeti/Cz. déld ‘does’).
Except for S1. (OB. délajo OCz. délaju) the tense showed endings
like those of Cz. ddm, which had been assimilated to the thematic
class: hence Cz. déldm : : ddm.

Pr. OB. nesemi ‘carry’ R. ljuibim ‘love’ Ruth. pytdjemo ‘ask’ P.
piszemy ‘write' Cz. nesem(e) Slov. goverime ‘say’ S. géverimo MB.



11z COMMON SLAVONIC AND OLD BULGARIAN

sg); in Wendish the first syllable is lost (som); in Czech it is reduced
(jsem etc.); and Serbocroat shows a double conjugation (jésam/sam
and even su/jésu). From the same stem is formed the present participle:
OB. M. sy F. softi (< *sonts ®sontjd), L. ésqs (GS. saiéio F. santi).
The formation of the Slavonic imperfect makes it probable that there
was a past tense in *&- akin to Homeric Gk. fia (< *&pm) “was’, Skr. dsam,
and used as an auxiliary like Lat. -eram in fueram *had been’. In
Common Slavonic and Old Bulgarian it had no existence apart from
the imperfect tense. It may have run(with secondary thematic endings)

IE.? ®f5- -om -es  -el  -mos -te -omd -w- -t- -I-
ProtoSL. (j)a-ck- 4 -omii -0 -ovd
i- - - -ete -ela -ele

The long vowel in Sanskrit is due to the augment, but of this there is
no other trace in Balto-Slavonic. In Greek perfect-endings are used,
so that the stem may be a lengthened perfect (cf. *ed /éd- Lat. édi ‘ate’
OB. jadeti ‘they eat'). Initial *#- ja- (section z5) because of the
palatal on-glide, and this glide must have dropped between vowels,
perhaps starting with forms like déla(f)achs ‘did’.

*Bhd- /bheu- /bhewd- etc. The past tenses of ‘to be' are formed from
varianits of one root, and are thematic throughout. 1E, *bhi- gives
Gk. guw ‘grow’ (poetically mipusa fquv ‘am’) Lat. fu-i ‘was’ L. buvai
infin. biti, and OB. aor. bychi infin. byti past partic. act. byva byli.
The imperfect is from *bhé- Eng. be, OB. blacha (?*bhé-ésom)/
béchi. The conditional OB. bimi (bi bi bimi biste bo) is not easy to
account for, and was replaced in the Old Bulgarian era by bychd,
which has been reduced to an invariable by in Russian. These are
mostly perfective-imperfective verbs; the perfective OB. bodo (*bheu-
n-d/dh-, with suffixed -d- or -dh- and infixed -n-) R. biidu was special-
ized to express the future. The imperative was CSLOB. bodi.

This verb acquired extraordinary importance in Slavonic from its
use as an almost universal auxiliary. The present tense with the
participle in -/i of a principal verb formed the perfect tense of that
verb; it has generally ousted the aorist in East and West Slavonic;
béachit /béchii+ -li made the pluperfect, later analysed into the perfect
of byti{--la; imperfective verbs formed their future (at first future
perfect) by bodot-li or infin. -#i, but chitéti ‘wish’ iméti ‘have’ were
also used as auxiliaries of the future (5. -éu), bimi---Ii expressed the
conditional, later giving place to the aorist bychii and thence to the
invariable by (originally aor. S23.).

One other feature of this verb is the unique survival in it of a former
future formed by means of the suffix -g-, which was desiderative in
effect as in Lat. esurio (*-55) ‘desire to eat, be hungry’. To L. buisiu
would correspond CSL *byfo, and to the future participle L. buses
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corresponds OB. (M. byfe) N. bylofteje /byfesteje, which was used to
render Gk. 76 piddov ‘what will be, the future’. OCz. probyficny
‘useful’ is derived from this future participle by adding a prefix and
an adjectival suffix,

52. *Ei/i- ‘go’. Gk. ew OL. eimi are athematic, but OB. ido
( <*jldg <*idp) has passed over to the thematic class, thanks to a
formative suffix -d- <-d- or -dk-. OB. infin. iti corresponds to L. ey,
but the -d- was inserted in Russian, giving idti itti. P. is¢, ide, tdziess,
with analogical infinitive.

*Sthd- ‘stand’ *dhé- ‘put’. Gk. Temm 8nw. The first has become
thematic by the addition of the suffix -j- followed by the thematic
vowels: L. stdti/R. stojaf ( <®sta-jéti). The second had a present
athematic in OL. demi, etc., but thematic in Slavonic, with the aid of
the perfective present suffix -n-, R. dému (def).

*Déd- ‘give' *ed/é&d- “eat’ *woid- ‘know’ Sl. iméti “have’. These run:

Si. & 3. P o 3. Dy, & 33
OB, da- jo- wé- -mi -5 =gl -ml -ile -of  -fla =5t
dad- jad- véd- it
EM=i1= -mi =f - -l -l -of  ta -le
- =piil

IE. *dedimi > Skr. dddami (with a different vowel of reduplication
from Gk. 8(ww) suffered an unusual metathesis to *dad- in Balto-
Slavonic: OL. duomi ML. diiodu CS1.0B. dami <*dad-mi. The second
d was assimilated before m and v (section 45), dissimilated to s before #
(section 46), and so remained only in the third person plural. Before ¢
this gave endings unlike those of the thematic verbs, and in all
languages (except R. dast) the s has fallen away by analogy. That has left
athematic only dami and its descendants. Dami has, however, exerted
a powerful influence on the thematic conjugations in some languages,
wherever a appears in the final syllable, especially in contracted verbs
and those of the va-class (VI). From these it has even passed to the
whole set of paradigms in Slovene and Serbocroat. P3. dadeti is from
*-nti. Alongside dami there appeared the thematic dajo. OB. jami and
vémi have the same characteristics as dami. The perfective OB.S5z.
£24 ‘ate’ has ¢ (not ja) since the vowel is not then initial, Imami/iméfo
is a thematic verb partially attracted into the athematic verb. Present
participles: OB. jady (GS. jadoita) Cz. jeda; imperative OB. dafdi <
*dadji jaZdi R. e§' Ruth. idé; aor. dachii (S2. dasti from the present)
Jasii/jacha; impf. dadéachi jadéachi. The aorist and imperfect
correspond to no ancient formula.

*Woid- Gk. ol ‘know' was an unreduplicated perfect, with
perfect personal endings. It has generally been assimilated to dami in
Old Bulgarian, but there survived a middle *woidai (Skr. vede) in
C51.OB. védé (R. ved).
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An isolated athematic form is OB. seti ‘says he’ <*kens-ti Lat.
censet, and a sporadic imperative OB. vifdi ‘1o’ (R. vif® {vif’).

53. Thematic Present Indicative. The paradigm may be summarized
thus:

3.

1. [ gt P1. T B 2B 2.
*hher- -0 -efi =efi  =omos(i) ‘omes -ete -onti -owes  -ei(fi)es -eres
bhar- -dmi -an -ati -dmas(i) -atha -anti -dvas -athas -ates
ﬁ_‘ -4 -EI§ -£1 -OpEvoues -ETE -OVTI -ETOV  -ETOW
- - ~efi -2t -emd -ele  -gid  -evd -#ta -elefeta
M- =jp =fefi =jet -femil fefe =gt =fevd -jeta  -jete jetu
chval- -jg -tfi =it -t -tte -gtd -rod -£fa -ife fita
slyf-  -p -ifi e b
ber- -u -ei’ -etfe -emSemy Semojeme -ete " -ut fu -evd feva -ela =l
berem beremk* beren
dirb- -u -i - -gme -ate g -ata

Concerning classes of verbs and stems see section 48. The two
classes with suffix -~ (iii 2, iv: from *f and *¢) have in the P3. -gti,
which seems to have been borrowed from the athematic verbs, since
*_int- would have given *-it-. The thematic vowel o originally applied
to SPD1.P3., but in Slavonic PD1. have gone over to thematic ¢ (as in
Armenian); Pj3. retains thematic o. Final consonants of root verbs
(class i) which are liable to hard/soft alternation formally oppose
S1.P3. to other persons, and as the present participle has the hard
vowel it is commonly said to be ‘formed from the stem of the third
person plural’. That is not scientifically stated; it is formed from the
hard or normal stem.

S1. The occurrence of the nasal element has not been satisfactorily
explained. If not due to the subjunctive S1. ®*-dm, it was not, as in
Sanskrit, an extension of athematic -mi, though probably connected,
albeit remotely, with the first personal pronoun. The Lithuanian -u
represents [E. *-4. Sz, -fi represents the normal Slavonic evolution
of 5 after § and before a front vowel in chvalifi ‘praisest’, and from
such words spread to others like berefi, where it was not due to sound-
laws. R. - shows the short final vowel to be expected from IE. *-s,
but, in view of Old Bulgarian, it is generally considered a shortening
of -§i, though this is not a necessary conclusion. OB. - is then
accounted for by the influence of jess ‘art’, if this represents a middle
®essai/essei (section 51). In consequence of these developments there
is an opposition in OB. -%/s (athematic) which the modern languages
have largely eliminated by extending § to the athematic verbs. So
Cz. ddm ddf dd is thematic except in S1., and this in its turn has
enabled ddm to extend the suffix -m to the thematic conjugations in
Czechoslovak and Serbocroat. SPj3. -f <IE. *-#i occurs in Old Russian
and was the development to be expected, but Old Russian also has
forms without ¢, partly due perhaps to the aorist (in which final *-t
drops). P1. has a range of alternate forms in Old Russian (cf. section
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50), to which Middle Russian added -mja. D1. -vé is found with -va,
on the analogy of diva “two’ and other duals in a. The confusion of
Dz3. -ta/te is found in Old Bulgarian, and is normal in Old Russian.
Because of the conflict of evidence between Greek and Sanskrit it is
not possible to determine exactly the Indo-European form for these
™wWo pemuna.

54. Imperative (Optative). In the imperative proper the idea of an
action is announced in an emphatic tone; the tone implies expectation
that the action will be carried out by the person who hears it. There is
thus no need to specify the person by using a personal ending, or
employ any sign of mood. As with the vocative for names of things,
the bare stem suffices. At most, it is convenient to distinguish between
singular and plural: Gk. gépe pépere. Other persons are not properly
addressed in this fashion, but rather become objects of an expression
of nearer or remoter contingency (subjunctive or optative). The
remoter contingency is of the nature of a wish that the action announced
may take place. Hence, in some languages, the use of the imperative
SP.2 goes with that of the subjunctive or imperative in other persons.
The expression of a wish is, however, also appropriate to second
persons, and is less brusque than a command. In Slavonic the optative
has wholly ousted the imperative. In Lithuanian, subjunctive [dirbfiau
dirbtum(ei)etc.] and imperative (dirbk) remain distinct, but have been
refashioned from other materials than in Slavonic.

The optative was formed with an_element -i-:

Athematic: 51, 2. 3. P 2. 3. . 2. 1.

OLat. 5-18- -m  -f -t

1-i- 1] -tis -ent
Skr.  s-yd- -m -5 -t -ma -t (syms) -va  -fam ~tddm
OB, dazdi dadinmg etc.

“T'hematic: *.am % *.t ®_mo/me *-te *mi - Ypom  Y-idm
Gk. oep-0-1- -1 =g = =pEv =TE -Ew -Tow =Tnv
OB.  ber-i- - -

S -mth -te « -ta -te/ta
slyd-i- - - - etc.

From the Old Latin paradigm it would appear that the athematic
suffix was ®-jé- in the singular and ®-i- in the plural, with the weak
form of the stem. This seems to have resulted in Sl. *-fi- /-i-, so that
823. *dad-ji ‘give’ became OB. daddi (jafdi véfdi viddi), with P2. dadite.
In the thematic paradigms the optative suffix -i- was preceded by the
o-grade thematic vowel, forming a diphthong. This diphthong was
differently treated according to its position, since final *-oi >CSl
-/ medial *-0i- > CSl. -é-. Preceded by a palatal element, however, the
group *joi >CBSl. i : slyfite "hear ye', snajite ‘know ye'. Partly perhaps
on the analogy of the athematic imperatives with short final vowel,
the Sz. -f has been shortened in modern Slavonic languages, and has
usually disappeared save as a softening of the stem-consonant



116  COMMON SLAVONIC AND OLD BULGARIAN

(R. M'bﬂ'ﬁﬂ]}. bods), and the plural has been reformed upon this
singular (R. budte ‘be ye', Cz. pif pifte "write’).

55. Present Participles and Gerunds. (a) Active. The formative
element is *-ni-. Before this suffix came a vowel: Gk.Skr.B5Sl. o/Lat. e:
Gk. dw ‘being’ {®somts, OB. sy/Lat. -sens (praesens) <*sents. In the
feminine there was used an additional suffix *-jd: Gk. olva<évma<
®somtja. In Lithuanian and Slavonic the oblique cases of the masculine
and neuter have received the additional suffix *-jo-: OB. idy ‘going’
GSMN. idofta, and those of the feminine continue the use of *-jd-:
L.GSF. siikancios OB. idoftg. OB.NSF. idoiti (with i from the reduced
form of the suffix *-i2) is due to the analogy of the other cases. A
preceding palatal transformed ¢ (from ®-ons *-onts) into ¢ OB. znaje
‘knowing’ /fem. zngjoiti GSMN. znajoita. Verbs with present in -i-
have -¢- like the 3 pl.pres.: séde fem. sédesti.

Being adjectives, all participles have definite and indefinite declen-
sions in Old Bulgarian (section 70), and the pres.part. -y-ji tended to
be confused with the past part. --ji, which also gave -y-ji by the
lengthening of @ before j. To remove this difficulty there was a
tendency to replace y by ¢, especially in the Codex Zographensis
(gredei “coming = grede-ji/predy-ji, which also represented gredii-ji).
In the modern languages the indefinite present participle has become
a gerund through the disuse of its cases: R. mesid ‘bearing’ (-¢),
biiduéi ‘being’ (OB. -piti). In Modern Bulgarian the gerund is -ajki/
ejki (dial. k <*f OB. Standard B. f).

The participial declension was important in Old Bulgarian for
certain syntactical reasons which have ceased to be influential. There
was little subordination of clauses. Each clause tended to have equal
value, as in Homer's Greek. Each finite verb was a principal verb.
But by way of compensation we find nouns associated with participles,
which were not finite parts of the verb and so did not constitute main
clauses. In this way there arose equivalents for indirect discourse, the
absolute construction, and other subordinate clauses; e.g.:

OB.: egda fe symil tvoi izédy When thy son, having devoured
tvoe iménie si ljubodéicami pride.  thy goods with harlots, came,

védéacho gospodja samoge spita. They knew He was the Lord
; (indirect discourse, cof. Gk,
pipvipen EBeov ‘I remember [

went').

stjpStjumu ova pado pri poti i As he sowed, these fell by the
pridg pitice mebesiskyje ¢ pozo- wayside and the birds of heaven
bafe ja. came and ate them (dative

absolute, Gk. ol omeipovros).
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[L.: sdké tavé frgéli pragérusj. They said you had watered the
horse.

mdn vatidojant smigo. As I drove (to me driving) it was
snowing.

The choice of case for the absolute construction has been varied in
the various Indo-European languages. In English it is now the
nominative; in Latin it was the ablative, in Greek the genitive, and in
Balto-Slavonic the dative. The construction comes fully into existence
when one case is fully specialized.

When conjunctions became more varied and more frequently used
the need for participial subclauses, and so for participial declension,
was much diminished.

(b) Passive. Formed from the present stem with the suffix -m-:
L. nésamas “borne’ OB. beromid ‘taken’ zmajemi ‘known' chvalimi
‘praised’. It is possible that the suffix may have been originally *-mmn-,
the zero-grade of *-mem-. OPr. poklausimanas ‘being asked’ is an
isolated example of the fully vocalic suffix, which provides middle
participles in Sanskrit and Greek: Skr. bhdramanas Gk. gepdpsvos.
The zero-grade is found in Lat. alumnus ‘nurscling’ (alo ‘nourish’).

56. Infinitive and Supine. Infin. probably ®-té& L. -#i (dial. -tie, -t)
CSLOB.Cz.Slov.S5. -tf R. -f -ti P. £ [*-kti *-pti >OB. -§ti R. -&
P.Cz. -¢(i) Slov. -¢i S. -4]; supine *-tum L. -tu CSL.OB. -tii Cz. Slov. -t.

L. biti "be’ OB. byti R. byf P. byé Cz. byti Slov.S. biti

L. néfti ‘carry’ OB.Cz.Slov. nesti R. nesti P.nieéé

OB. mofti 'be able’ R. moé” P. mde S. mdéi

L. diotu 'give' (Lat. datum); OB. sipatd ‘sleep’ Cz.Slov. spat.

The tenses hitherto discussed belong to the present system; those
that follow are based on the aorist stem. With the loss of the aorist in
many Slavonic languages the aorist stem is to be found in the infinitive,
and consequently it is from the infinitive stem that the other parts of
the conjugation seem to derive. Yet the infinitive does not seem to have
been a settled part of the paradigm in Indo-European. The situation
then must have been like that of present-day Finnish, in which the
verbal root is modified by several suffixes to make nouns from which
the infinitive is derived by means of several different case-endings. The
verb Finn. saa- ‘get, receive’ admits the four suffixes -da -de -ma -min,
to which may be added the case-endings of the nominative, inessive,
instrumental, elative, adessive, abessive, instrumental or translative,
making in all ten infinitive forms. In Vedic about a dozen infinitives
can be distinguished. The accusative and dative cases are predominant,
and among other forms are encountered Skr. ddtum (Lat. ddtum) ddvdne
(Gk. bolven < BoFivan) ddfdve (with -tu-+ ai) ‘give’. Homeric Greek has
a similar variety of infinitives used interchangeably, and Classical
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Greek, though restricting each form to a particular use, still offered
four infinitives in each voice: present, future, aorist (Ajom ‘loose’) and
perfect. The Slavonic infinitive corresponds to the aorist only.

The supine was the accusative of direction of motion from a u-stem
noun, and was suitable for use after verbs of motion: Slov. dde gré spat
‘father goes to bed’ (literally ‘to sleep’), cf. Lat. spectatum ire “to go to
see’. There is nothing to correspond to Lat. mirabile dictu (loc.)
‘wonderful to say’ (literally ‘in the telling’).

The infinitive was also a nominal case, but it is more difficult to
determine the declension, though the case is clearly locative. An
original *-té would satisfy the Lithuanian and Slavonic forms, since
Lithuanian would allow shortening of the final vowel resulting from
this diphthong. In Russian -#i remains when the suffix was accented
under the de Saussure-Fortunatov rule. The ending was originally
unaccented, but has a rising tone which attracted to itself a previous
falling stress; this occurred when the penultimate syllable had a short
vowel or a long falling vowel. Thus nésti became mésti (Roman type
indicating the stressed syllable). The final vowel, if unstressed, is
always shortened in Russian (braf ‘take’), and there are a number of
doublets resulting from analogy (R. vesti/vesf ‘lead’). The special
development of *kt *gt (verbs of class i 1) leads in Polish to a dis-
tinction between infin. -¢/¢. In Modern Bulgarian the infinitive has
been lost, save for a few traces. As in Modern Greek and other
neighbouring tongues, a finite construction is preferred: MB. to] modd
da spi ‘he was able to sleep’ (cf. MGk. gopolum va 76 & ‘1 am afraid
to say s0’, Rum. doresc sd lucrez ‘1 want to work').

For the types of infinitive see section 48. In verbs of class ii, formed
with the perfective present suffix -n-, the infinitive keeps the suffix,
which is not found in the participles or the older forms of the aorist
tense.

57. Past Participles. (a) Active I. 1E. ®-wos/wes/us- and *-wot/wei-
(fem. with additional suffix *-jd; masc. with additional *-jo- in obligue
cases); L.M. -¢s N, ¢ F. -usi, C51. OB.M. -(v)a F. <afi (with -i- from
#_j2- as in the pres. part.).

L.M. sitkes N. sike F. sithusi 'having turned’ (GSM. sikusio)
(cf. Gk. slBos eibéros, Homeric F. l6uia ‘knowing' < *weidwos
*weidwotos *widusjd), CSL.OB. davi F. davali 'having given'
(GSM. daviifa); mesi ‘having borne’, dvigid ‘having moved’
(class ii), bivit ‘having struck’ (i 7), chvalf/chvaliva ‘having
praised’ (iv).

The Lithuanian past participle has been influenced by the present
participle active in the nominative singular of the masculine and
neuter, so as to end in *-ents. In Slavonic ®-wos >-vil and *-us H>-d
give the two suffixes in use, but after j the @ palatalizes and the suffix
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is -4 (chvalf), and at a later date an analogical form was recreated for
this verbal class (chvalivd). In the feminine the zero-grade suffix *-us-
was followed by an additional *-jd/é? (nesdfi), as in the Homeric-
Greek form cited. The masculine oblique cases are in ®-us-jo-,
doubtless as the result of remodelling the declension, since the Greek
parallels show a change of suffix in that gender from *-wos to *-wot.

(b) Active II. IE. *-lo/ld, CS1.OB. M. -li N. -lo F. -la.

TSIL.OB. mesit *having borne’ dvigli ‘having moved' minold
‘having passed’ *Hdld OB. fili ‘having gone'.

The proper function of this suffix seems to have been to derive
adjectives from verbs, as Lat. credulus (credo) ‘believing’, cf. R. gnildj
(gnif) ‘putrid’. Apart from Slavonic it enters the verbal paradigm only
in Armenian, where it serves to form the infinitive: Arm. el “to be’.
It has become specialized in Slavonic to form periphrastic tenses,
viz., the perfect, pluperfect, future perfect and conditional. In some
languages it helps to form the future, for which other languages
prefer to use the infinitive. The auxiliary is omitted in the Modern
Russian perfect tense; in Serbocroat and in direct speech in Bulgarian
it is retained for all persons, and in Polish and Czech normally for
the first and second person. The [ when final gives WR. -it Ruth -v 5.
-o (Ruth. pytdv pytdla ‘asked’ 5. pitao titala).

(¢) Passive in -til. The suffix *-to/td served to form verbal adjectives
from nouns or verbs, as in Lat. barbatus (barba) ‘bearded’ sceleratus
(scelus) “criminal’ genitus (gen-) "begotten’. In Slavonic it was attached
to root verbs ending in i & ré (CSI. ®er) ¢, which also take -ti in 238S.
aorist: OB. jetd ‘taken’ hletii. ‘accursed’ madgtd ‘begun’ pétd ‘sung’
rasprostrtii “spread’. These verbs show the e-grade of the nasal and
vibrant diphthongs {*em *en ®er), and o/e-grades of the diphthong
in i (*oi *er). OB. otvrsti ‘open’ wvestd ‘crowned with a wreath’
fzvédstd ‘known, sure’ show this suffix in purely adjectival forms.

(d) Passive in -emi. It is applied to root-verbs (i) not included above,
notably to the o-grade nasal diphthong (*om): OB. neseni ‘borne’
pecenil ‘cooked’ nadiimen ‘swollen’ (-diim-, doti <*domti). In the other
verbal classes those with infinitive stems in a ¢ elide the vowel of the
suffix: OB. dami ‘given’ délani ‘done’ poveléni ‘ordered’. Those end-
ing in i/y transform these to #j/i#v in hiatus before the suffix: OB.
bijenii /bijenit ‘beaten’ obsivems ‘shod’. The proper function of this suffix
also was to make adjectives from verbs: OB. plna ‘full’ Lat. plenus.

Possibility was implied by the suffix -fn, but most often impossi-
bility with a negative prefix: OB. meizdreceninii (ne-iz-rec-) ‘unspeak-
able’. In OB. izvéstini ‘known’ the suffix does not seem to add to the
participial meaning.

58. Verbal Noun in -ije-. This suffix was added to participial
stems in -t/n-: OB. délanije ‘deed’ raspetije crucifixion’ R. délase
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raspjdtie (the latter a form from Russian Church Slavonic). (Gk.-ov,
Lat.-fum).

59. Aorist. (a) Asigmatic. This aorist is found only with verbs of
classes i and ii. Verbs of class ii (-n- in present and infinitive) have no
nasal in the aorist stem:

1. 2. 3. Pi1. A i i 0L i 3.
1E. _om ®-¢s *-et ®-omo me *-ele ®-ont "-or0 *-glom P-eltdm
Gk. Homeric Aap- OV -E§ -E -2V ~ETE -0V -ETOV  -ETTIV
OB, nes- "bear’ -t -¢ - -omi -tte -p -ovd -ela  -ete
dvig- ‘mave’ - -ami -5 -oof
dig- L ~ele -eta  ele

The personal endings are of the secondary series, and the tense is
thematic. The o/e alternation affects the final consonant under the
conditions of the first Slavonic palatalization: OB. tekd/tede "fow’,
duvigi /dvife. It is an old type of aorist, depending upon Indu-Eumpmn
vowel-mutation for a stem characteristic of the tense, and it has not
survived in the modern languages. Even in Old Bulgarian the tendency
was to use for it one of the two variants of the sigmatic aorist, i.e. the
aorist formed by means of a tense-suffix *-s-.

Since Slavonic did not maintain the Indo-European vowel mutation
0/0 unimpaired, it was not in a position to discriminate precisely
between the imperfect and aorist of the original tradition. In Greek
the sccond aorist (so called, but really the first in order of timie) is
found with only a comparatively narrow range of verbs which clearly
distinguish between the vocalism of the present and aorist stems:
Gk. Aeimes ‘leave’, impf. Bermov/aor. Eumov, AapPdve “take’, EnduPovov|
Bhafov, but M ‘loose’, Pwov/Biwoa (sigmatic aorist, since the asigmatic
would evidently coincide with the imperfect). It is a nice point in
dealing with each separate Slavonic verb to decide whether the form
surviving as an asigmatic aorist was originally aorist or imperfect.
Imperfects are OB. padii ‘fell’ bégid ‘ran’ idii “went’.

Verbs of the first class ending in a vowel (i 5-7, see section 48) have
no asigmatic aorist.

(B) Sigmatic, without vowel of support.

P RO S, FO T o 1. 1 Iy = 1.

1E. - om -5/ ex -t /et -mo/omo -te/ete -nt ont
Gk. Eﬁnﬁ Bg- - () -8 (-ouev) -(aTe) -av ooV -
Skr.  ddik-g- @M =8 -al  -dma -la  -am ~dta -atam -atdm
OB. né-s- "hear’ = =omril ~te -£ ~ovd -eta  -gle

ana-ch- "know' =i il oo

THil- - -

o -le ~ta -te

ZHa-J- -

Jg-- "take’ -t —rreit -te -¢ ovd -ta e

e -t -t

da-ch- ‘give’ -n —omd -

=t =i =& =tz -te

du-.l': *
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The personal endings were secondary in Indo-European, but it is
not quite certain whether they were attached to the suffix -s- directly
or by means of the thematic vowels o/e. Gk. Bwoa implies IE. *-s-m,
and Bwoav implies 1E. ®-s-nt/mnt; but S2., Pi2., D23. have been
provided with the vowel -a- by analogy, and S3. e implies 1E.
*_s-¢f, and was doubtless influenced by the forms of the asigmatic aorist
(Bme). In Sanskrit the vowel -a- is found in all persons representing
*a/e. In Old Bulgarian the personal endings vary. P3. represents *-s-nt
for all verbs; FP2. -te D2, -ta 3. -te are attached directly to the suffix
in verbs ending in a vowel (classes i 7, iii-vi) and in the athematic
conjugation. SFPD1. have the thematic vowel o in all instances.

The treatment of the second and third persons singular is especially
complex. In root-verbs ending in a consonant (i 1—4), which have an
asigmatic aorist, there is no sigmatic 523. The vowel of the root may
be lengthened by compensation for loss of a final consonant. Thus
S1. *nek-s-om >*nes-som >OB. né-si 2. *nek-es > nes-e 3. *nek-et >
nes-¢. Verbs ending in an original diphthong (®em ®en ®er *el *&i *oi)
may borrow from the present S3. -, and extend its use to Sz2: OB,
S23. jerd piti (i 56, cf. section 57, past part. -fi). Similarly S3.
*dad-s-t »OB. dasti (jasta bysti), which takes the place of Sz,
*dad-s-5; but a compound of jasti has aor. S23. iz-é.

Verbs whose infinitive -1 is preceded by a vowel (i 7, iii—vi) conju-
gate like znachi: S1. *#nd-s-om >0B. zna-ch- 2. *$né-s-5s >zna 3.
*#nd-s-1 > zna, since both final consonams fall. So also OB. brachd bra
‘took’, glagolachi glagola *said’, veléchi velé ‘commanded’, chvalichi
chvali “praised’.

The remaining c: :lmpliq.atiuns are due to the varying treatment of
IE. 5 in Slavonic. The s remains when not preceded by i u r k and
when not affected by analogy: *nek-s-om >OB. né-s-ii but *éd-s-om/
OB. ja-ch-i : : by-ch-g < *bhii-s-om. When prrccd:d by i u r k original
5 becomes ch before a back vowel and f before a front vowel, but
remains § before a consonant: *tek-s-om > OB, té-ch-u, *tek-s-nt > 0B,
té-i-g, *tek-s-te >OB. té-s-te. Analogy is at work in *¢nd-s-om/OB.
gna-ch-i and other verbal stems ending in a vowel other than u/i.
(See section 33.)

(c) Sigmatie, with vowel of support -o-.

OB. id-o-ch- Si. -4 2. 3. Pi. -oma 2, 3 Dy, -ové 2. 3
=f= -le =la =l¢
=f= -

It will have becn noted that most verbs had a vowel before the
personal endings of the aorist, either because of 2 suffix (classes iii-vi),
or because the root ended in a vowel (i 7) or a diphthong which had
become a vowel (i 5-6). On that analogy a vowel was added to
consonant-stems also (i 1—4, ii), viz. -0-. In class ii it was attached to
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the aorist-stem, if consonantal: dvig-o-chid, but to the infinitive stem
when the aorist was vocalic: mi-no-chi, with elision of o after 0. On
this analogy, the infinitive-stem of consonantal roots in this class was
employed: dvig-no-chi. As there were no sigmatic forms of S23. in
these classes of verbs, there were none either in the secondary aorists.

6o, Imperfect. (See section 51). A tense of purely Slavonic formation,

it runs:
na- 18- dila- chvala- + -ach-] S1. -8 2. 3. Pi.-omiiz. 3.=p Di.-ovf 2. o
~if- - = -le =tta  -tle
choté-+ -ch/{-

The formation of this tense is a debated problem in Slavonic. The
theory here followed is that the ending represents *jachd < *&om
attached to an aorist-stem, and it has the important support of Lat.
Ju-eram < *esam, while the lengthened root *#s- is attested by Gk.
Homeric fix Skr. dsa <*&sm (perf.). The use of o/e between the root
and the personal endings is then according to the practice of asigmatic
aorists, as also the ending ®-nf, and the fact that there are only the two
derivatives of 1E. 5, viz. ch before o and § before e. The difference from
the sigmatic sorist is steadily maintained, though it became difficult
to retain, and in the early history of the extant languages the confusion
of imperfect and sigmatic aorist is a common feature.

This explanation is, however, not without serious difficulties. If 5 is
to give ch/§ it must be preceded by i (according to the rule concerning
i u r k, section 33). But there is no ¢ in *&-. In the initial syllable of an
independent word & »ja-, but we do not know at-what period this
occurred, and whether this *j- would suffice for the purposes of the rule.
Besides, *jachi does not survive anywhere as an independent word,
and in the termination -achi there is nothing to represent the supposed
#j-. Some scholars, in consequence, have turned to a theory that the
imperfect is a late, and somewhat arbitrary, set of variations upon the
sigmatic aorist. That theory, in its turn, gives no help in explaining
the differences between the imperfect and aorist endings, though
these differences are at once intelligible from the postulated *érom.

A point of initial divergence for the various theories is found in
the doublets of Old Bulgarian: dél-achd/aachi chot-échi/éachi
b-échii /fachi. As to the last pair, béchi ‘was' is an aorist (Sz3. bé
Pa. béste 3. béfe, etc.) used as an imperfect, and béachd is evidently a
new formation on the analogy of thematic verbs. In Old Bulgarian
forms these verbs appear to demonstrate the derivation of the con-
tracted forms from the longer uncontracted ones. But great un-
certainty prevails, with intermediate states like slovdjafe ‘said’ idaafe
‘went', etc.

The vowel of support in the imperfect is a/¢. That is readily under-
stood of verbs which have these vowels in the infinitive-stem (iii 1,
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v vi). When the vowel of the infinitive is #, the imperfect is perhaps
in é: *chvaléachii; which leads to chvalaachd. In other cases the use
of £ as a new formative element is evident: mes-é-achil (after a palatal, a;
tef-a-achd), mir-é-achi, bor-é-achid, etc. Where ¢ is a formative
element only, it is attached to the present-stem, not to the aorist:
dvign-é-achi.

The sigmatic aorist introduced a formal distinction between the
aorist and the present tense which was not expressed by the Indo-
European o/O-grades of the same root. The aorist thus became
identified with perfective past time, and required some correlative
form for imperfective past time. The notion of time thus came to be
more prominent than aspect when comparing aorist and imperfective
with the present. But the forms of the imperfect were fluctuating, and
were easily confused with those of the sorist. Interchanges of form
once being admitted, the distinction of aspect in past time could
not be consistently maintained, and a welcome awaited any other
method of attaining this end. This was given by the new Slavonic
distinction between imperfective and perfective verbs through
prefixes (perfectivating imperfective verbs)and the suffixes -va/yva/ja-
(imperfectivating perfective verbs). These pairs allowed both time
and as to be adequately represented, since the functions of the
aorist were fulfilled by the past of a perfective verb, and those of the
imperfect by the past of an imperfective verb. Tenses with their
functions adequately performed by other means were menaced with
dissolution, the more so as their personal endings were otherwise
unsupported, and were ambiguous (Sz. and 3.). Their raison d'étre
had been lost, and there existed a simple analytical way of expressing
past time through the auxiliary and the participle in -lg. At length
both tenses disappeared from East and West Slavonic, apart from
Wendish, and from Slovene among the South Slavonic languages.

(ii) NOUNS, ADJECTIVES, PRONOUNS

6i1. Declension. By means of declension nouns are equipped to play
their parts in the sentence. It is necessary to define the relation of the
named parties to the main phenomenon, i.e. to show how the nouns
are related (or ‘fall’, Gk. wridais Lat. casus) to the verb, whether as
source of the phenomenon (subject), or wholly determined by it
(object), or affected in some way, as by receiving (recipient). These
relations may be expressed, as in English and Chinese, by position and
by the use of ‘empty’ words; but in Indo-European they were indic-
ated by elements suffixed to the stem. In addition to these main
relations there are others of secondary importance which Indo-
European and such other languages as Finnish and Basque represent
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by case-suffixes. To define the relation of noun to noun within the
sentence the adjectival genitive case was employed, signifying either
possession or an attribute. Relations of place (in, from, to) seemed
easy to define, and also the concept of agency or instrument; from
these come the adverbial cases: locative, ablative, accusative of motion,
instrumental. In Finnish or Basque this kind of adverbial definition
can be carried to great length. There is no limit to the number of
modifications possible in a Basque noun, but Finnish and Esthonian
declensions are considered complete with fifteen or sixteen cases,
including the inessive, adessive, abessive, illative, lative, elative,
translative, caritative, ete. Such refinements show dissatisfaction with
the cruder definition possible through the Indo-European case
system. The Indo-European cases confuse different relations under
the same symbol, so that, for instance, the same sign serves for both
the possessive and the partitive genitives. The symbols themselves
were not so firm as to resist decay, and all languages show some
reduction in the number of cases originally available. Balto-Slavonic
identified the genitive and ablative cases, which were only differen-
tiated in the o-stems. The use of prepositions to supplement the
defective information provided by case-endings has led in many
languages to reliance upon the preposition for this purpose, and the
consequent disuse of case-endings.

In the agglutinative languages number appears as a symbol which is
lacking in the singular and present in the plural, but is additional to
the case-suffixes. In Indo-European, however, the ending expresses
both number and case, and there are very few symbaols which, like the
Gk. —Be and —g1, ean be used in any number. The fusion of case and
number, and the modifications often needed in the stem, close the
declensional system. The various declensions then run parallel to each
other, number to number and case to case, and invite comparison,
While the Slavonic conjugations tend to isolate the tenses and moods,
giving a separate history to each, there is a continual going to and fro
between the declensions.

The first cause of declension in pronouns was possibly different,
As different words are used for ‘1" the actor and “me’ the sufferer, it is
possible that, to a primitive mind, these two situations seemed
essentially different. "Thou' and “thee’ are also distinct words, but they
observe a relationship. ‘My’ the possessor and “to me’ the recipient are
in that sort of relationship to “me’ the sufferer; and so a declension
is formed; but it is one very different from that of the nouns,

Adjectives are declined by apposition to their nouns, In Balto-
Slavonic they were made definite by means of a suffixed demonstrative
article, so that they have two declensions, an indefinite noun-type
declension, and a definite compound noun-pronoun type, in which
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the nominal cases tend to disappear. The adjective reproduces various
different noun-declensions, and the rules of concordance between
adjective and noun give rise to the category of gender in grammar. In
consequence of this fact, declension is said to reveal gender as well as
number and case.

Apart from these three declined categories there are numerous
indeclinable words in a sentence (adverbs, prepositions, conjunctions,
interjections) which often have the form of nominal cases.

6z. Noun-declensions. (a) Suffix-less, athematic consonant-stems.
1E. *fhan-s AS. fhan-m ‘goose’ *§hwér-s -m ‘animal’, Gk. xfv—& fp—&
uis ‘mouse’ xBv ‘earth’, Lat. rex <*rég-s DS. - 'king' cor(d) -i
‘heart’. In this type of declension the root ends in a consonant to
which the case-endings are directly added. It must have been widely
developed in the original tongue, but has almost disappeared in
Slavonic. CSl. *kry <*kruw-s ‘blood’ gave way to its own accusative
krivi, and so is classed among the i-stems in Old Bulgarian; so also
OB. gosi ‘goose’ zvéri ‘animal’ my3i ‘mouse’. In this way the i-stems
(suffixless, athematic vowel-stems) remained as the oldest surviving
type of Slavonic declension. Its subsequent diminution to the advan-
tage of the jo-stems (thematic) belongs mainly to the history of the
separate languages. The consonant-stems tended to be lost in all
languages by the effect of suffixes which transferred words to other
declénsions: OB, srdice ‘heart’ (suffix ®*-tko) zem(l) a 'carth’ (suffix *-ja)
Gk. xapbia ‘heart’ (suffix ®*-jd) Lat. cruor ‘blood’ (suffix -or).

(b) Suffixless, athematic vowel-stems. I-Stems. There were roots
ending in u and 7, taking the case-endings without intervening vowel.
Those in -u [see (e) below] have been fused with thematic o-stems, no
longer constituting a separate declension in the modern tongues. The
identity of the i-stems remains, but they have been much diminished
by transfers to the jo- jd-stems which have the advantage of better
defined case-endings. In historic times there has been a tendency to
identify this declension’ with the feminine gender, and indeed cach
declension with a definite gender. That tendency was in play before
the historical record opens, since the neuters of this class (Gk. pil
Lat. mel ‘honey’), together with the u-neuters (Gk. ity ‘mead’ Lat.
cornu ‘horn’), did not survive as such into Old Bulgarian. There
remained a few masculines: OB. gospodi ‘lord’ poti ‘road’ gost ‘guest’
ogni ‘fire’ ludije/ ludije (pl.) ‘folk’, etc. They have since passed mostly
into the jo-declension. Feminine words were liable to transfer by
means of suffixes: OB. ovica (suffix *-ika)/Lat. ovi-s -m ‘shecp’.
On the other hand the class has been augmented by means of the
numerous f-suffixes listed in section 78. The suffixed vowel scems to
have been liable to alternation, giving the variants i /ef /oi and w/en/ou,
as NS. *ponti-s GS. *pontei-s LS. ®pontéi, and *sunu-s “sunou-s
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*wik=os ‘wolf' L. vilkas OB. vlkd R. volk, OB. kol R. ko ‘horse’,
OB. kraji ‘country’ /*sed- OB. selo ‘field, farm' R. seld ‘village' lice
‘face’ smamenije ‘sign’. To the root were added the thematic vowels
o/e before the case-ending, and when this is vocalic there have
resulted diphthongs which give Slavonic monophthongs. The e-grade
occurred originally in the vocative singular only, and involved the
first Slavonic palatalization of velars (k g ch & (d)¥ §: OB. Boge
‘0 God'); the o-grade formed a diphthong which gave #/i and the second
palatalization in the locative singular and nominative and locative
plural (kg ch e (d)z s/§: LS. Bo(d)zé LP. Bo(d)zéchd NVP. Bo(d)=i).

NAVSEN. -0/e was due to a reaction against the sound-law which
caused ASM. *-om to become -d. Without this reaction masculines
and neuters would have become identical; but that, in a language
trusting to flexion to clucidate its meaning, was inconvenient. Mascu-
line gender pertained not so much to males as to things conceived as
self-moving, and so capable naturally of being the subject of a verb,
since they could cause its phenomenon. There were other things
naturally inert, and so provided only with the accusative sign *-om.
If by convention they became the subject of a sentence they still did
not take the sign of the agent -5, like the masculines. But if ®*-om >-i
in all cases this distinction between the self-moving and the inert, so
important for primitive thinkers that they deified the one and ignored
the other, would disappear. That it did not disappear was due to the re-
action towards neut. -o/e. This affected also the adjectives, and there-
fore also the concord of noun and adjective, and so preserved the
notion of three genders in Slavonic, against the general tendency to
reduce to two: masculine/feminine as in Lithuanian or French,
epicenc/neuter as in Dano-Norwegian and some Greek adjectives.

A circumstance favouring the retention of o in the neuter was that
the neuter of the demonstrative *tod > Sl. to retained the vowel, which
was only closed to & by a final *m n or s (see section 31).

63. Gender. The first important distinction between nouns seems to
have been made between animates and inanimates. It is all that appears
in Hittite, a very early form of Indo-European. As animates the bar-
barian mind regards all things apparently self-moving, i.e. not only
men and animals, but water, fire, the sky, etc., as inanimates, all that
are inert or receptive. But concerning the same thing there exist
different points of view. Children and the young of animals are often
deemed inert, but so too are women (Germ- Weib neut.), while the sky
is both self-moving (L. difvas ‘God" Gk. Zslg Lat. dies) and inert
(R. néba), according to the standpoint of the speaker. The inert class
(neuters), as we have seen, would not naturally be subjects of verbs,
and so differed from the other (masculines) by not taking the *-5 of the
nominative. In all this sex is not a consideration. The distribution of
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Slavonic words between the masculine and neuter still follows, in the
main, the animistic criterion. The feminine gender was added by
reason of a suffix specialized to abstract and collective terms, which
happened to contain the key-word of female sex (*g%end “woman’).
In the collective sense it was suited to express the plural of inert
things (neuters), at first, as Greek syntax shows, in the singular.
Because of this category of feminine words the animate declension
became more distinctively male. Even the introduction of the sexual
criterion, however, does not suffice to give grammatical gender. It
creates more categories of nouns, but has no syntactical importance
until adjectives are differentiated to correspond to the nouns. In
Slavonic the adjectival declensions were much simplified, so that the
opposition of genders was according to an obvious pattern: OB.
nov-d/o/a ‘new’ or t-ii/o/a ‘that’. This pattern clearly distinguished
the nominative neuter from the masculine, and so maintained both
these genders, despite the identity of their oblique cases.

In Slavonic there has been a continuous process of adaptation of
declension to gender,

64. Number. Indo-European had three numbers: singular/plural/
dual distinguished by the conceptions unit/many/pair. All three
remained in Old Bulgarian, but the dual as such is used only in
Slovene and Wendish among the modern languages. Its meaning was
compromised very early by a shift from the notion of ‘pair’ to that of
‘two things', not necessarily paired, and consequent normal association
with OB. diiva ‘two’ eba ‘both’ (cf. L. mi-du 'we two'). But with ‘two’
signified by the numeral, there was evidently little need of repeating
the numerical idea in the noun, the more so since the nominative dual
endings were such as could readily be confused with other cases. In the
modern languages the dual remains concealed in plurals of exceptional
formation or as the apparent genitive singular after certain numbers
(2—4, and similarly 22 23 24 etc.).

On the other hand the opposition unit/many is open to cavilling,
since there are objects which, when unit is added to unit, still retain
the notion of unity, e.g. sand and its grains, peas in 2 basket, heads in
a crowd, etc. In such cases the antithesis is not 50 much ‘unit/many’
as ‘singulative/collective’. This criterion has had free play in the
Slavonic languages. The collectives are cither plural or singular in
form, and in some instances original singular collectives have later
come to be construed as plurals, thus adding to the number of plural
suffixes recognized by the modern languages. From such a collective
if an individual was to be signalized, it had to be picked out by a kind
of isolating process, either by using a word with no collective value
(OB. élovéki “man’/ludije ‘ people’, détist ‘child’ /déti “children'), or by
a singulative suffix (as OB. grafdane ‘citizens’/grafdanini ‘citizen’).
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65. Paradigms of Nouns. The following paradigms from Slavonic
and other languages are given for comparison, and as a basis for
subsequent notes on cases:

I-stems
SN A L £ Ab D L 1 v
1E. *omw-1- s m es d el e'i &7 -
I n o5 ai m-¢
~fin s
d
Gk. moh 15 W ELG El 1
Lat. ov- is im 5 i(d) {eh i
L. make- is i ies vie imi ic
nakd- i
CSLOB. M. ppt- iml i
F. kost- ijg
OR. put- ‘m i
host- Ju
no
Consonant-stems
(B Smaier) Sy PR e -. -
- 3 el i i
o5
-]
Gk. unnp/mopny -
KN TED TTOIEY- a of 1
unTE- o5 !
dvopar/vepe- o5 i
Lat. homo - 2
homn- em is i e
L. mdé -
mofer- i 5 idi ¥ie in ie
L. akwmud/ mémuo -
akmen- i ] i yje 1 ic
mEner- i i
CS1. mat: - =
mualer- i e i i-%e ijo
OB. also
OR. muats - =
muter- "fe e i i “u/iju
CSlkamy / korg /dini - -
kamen; din- I e i [ imi
ime/telg /slovo -
imen; telgr sloves- € i € imi
OH. also emi
OR. vremja - " =
vremEen- e i ie? ‘h
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PNV A G Ab D 1 L DNAY GL DI
A ———)
es ns om|Bm -bh ‘m- s efEl os -bh/m-
on/én i
[ =]
= i
EEG 15 BV BTl [ O
ElS L]
és is jum ibus
vE is . ims imis yae i im
n
!jr_- i i1 imn Il icha i fju ima
i
oo i ™ m T g
ije i iju
i
= o S———— it Ny
ns om -bh /m- su josi -bh/m-
TOIET
24 ag wy ( :m] £ o
a a v al t o
es s um ibus
s i '] ims imis vae i im
s is 1] ims imis yse u im
i ius iy iams nis iam
e i o Imi Imi icho o LT *ima
i emn echil
e/i i -ifii  ‘m ‘mi ‘ch if ‘jufijy ‘ma
€ i a Ima Imi icht i u ima
u a a Imo ¥ icha & u ima
emu echu
& a = ‘m ¥ "chi i u? ‘ma
‘mif och
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U-stems
SN A G Ab D L I v
Skr. pragri- Y m
Fragre- iis i im i
Fragr- u
OB.vekry = 2
soekriv- i e i e g
A-stems
1E. ek _ im/in  &s D e ii di fi{m) a
Gk. yuwp- @ av ag (-
Lat. mens- a am se ild) ae a
L. rank- 2 3 o8 ai aje a n
Hem- & [ es ei eje e c
CSl. rpk- a P ¥ ojg o
rge-. H &
strug- a {3 i i &j e
sodij- i i =
OR. fen- 2 u ¥ & & oju [
dui- ja ju & i i eju €
U- and O-stems
1E, ®sifrmu- s m Y -
*inen,u- vl =i -
*siinow, u- =
* iy~ e 0% €1
®mpcdh- u u
*eolke-o- 5 m/n  sjo/so i -bh/m- -
-r- 1 -
- d i {m)
Gk. mx- ug e B £l
GoT- u u
AuK-g- § v
A== 2 -
Aune- @
Lat. man- us um as afd) i a
u u
,ﬁ- us um i a(d) &
Jug- um  um
L. sitn- us q aus ui uje urni sy
uyr- s 3 o ui e u e
__en- ® i io iui vje iu i
CSLOB. syn- o a u u *ami u
. omi
ymoT- i
OB. grad- a a 1 u & oml e
Cﬁhm P T emi
- i I a u i u
lic- € €
OR. volk- - 7 a u/ovi om
voll- e
volc- &
kon- f E ja ju i em ju

Jevi
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PNV A G Ab D 1 L DNAYV GL D1
s nim bhyas bhis su bhyim
as diu as
' i i a amil ami acha i u ama
i i ? -bh,/m- isu ai -bh;/m
a alv)s v ang{ @) a v
ne s firum is/(Abus)
os s g oms omis nse i om
=1 es w éms émmis ene i &m
¥ ¥ [ amg ami achn . u ama
e [ i ami ami acha i u ama
L3 L3 i
¥ ¥ - am ami ach é u ama
i 53 = jam jami jach i ju jama
ns -bh/m- su/sif
(=14
am
a 11
ns -bh,/m- isu
s m 1 () ufm)
glls £l Eow BT £l oy
n £axln
i 1 vglug
(51 o o w o
s fis uum ubus, ibus
us un
I &% drum is
s a
as us u ums wmis uose u um
& us N ams nis uote |y -
a s iy mms s ose m tam
¥ *amd  omi *ochn vy ama
omi ochi
e o
¥ ¥ 1] omi ¥ &cho a u oma
-« 2 n L
¥ ¢/E i emi i icho a u emai
& & i
l bt ¥ oV /- o ¥ och a u oma
- éch
! & evl em i ich Ja ju ema
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66. Singular cases. (a) Accusative. (i) Bare stem, neuters: *amen >
OB. im¢ ‘name’ (cf. Gk. évouar-<*(o)nomnt-) R. imja, *telent >OB.
tele ‘calf’, 1E. *lerwos »OB.R. slove 'word’. The same principle
applied to neuters of the u/i-stems (Gk. uéfu péh, Lat. cornu animal(i)),
but these were lost in Slavonic, changing their gender or their
declension. The suffix -os/es- shows o/e-gradation, and it was only by
popular analogy that the -0 of slove came to be understood as a case
ending, like the -o of igo ‘yoke'. That the accusative case is, in a way,
basic in the declension appears from this use of the stem without
modification, and from the fact that the accusative form runs through -
all genders, whereas the nominative form is restricted to animates
(masculine and feminine).

(ii) 1E. ®*-m/n (consonant after a vowel, sonant after a consonant):
1E. *pontim "> OB. poti ‘road’ R. puf, OB. svekridoi ( <*-uwm) ‘mother-
in law', ®*ronkdm > OB. roko ‘hand’ R. riku, *sinum >OB. syni ‘son’
R. syn, *ghordhom >OB. gradi ‘city’ R. gdrod, ®jugom >OB.R. igo
‘yoke'; *mdterm > ®*mdterim OB. materi ‘mother’, *akmenm > 0B,
kameni ‘stone’. The Indo-European languages are divided in their
testimony concerning the quality of the Indo-European final nasal.
Balto-Slavonic, like Greek seems to suggest a dental nasal (*x), but
Latin and Sanskrit suggest a labial (®*m). In the same way, Hebrew
and Portuguese favour final m, but Arabic and Spanish favour final
m; it is an idiosyncrasy of each individual language to prefer one or the
other nuance of a relaxed final nasal consonant.

Concerning neuter ®*-om > 5. -0 and ®-05 >-0 see section 62 ad fin.

(11) Gemitive-accusative. In the singular of the o-stems the accusa-
tive and nominative both resulted in -i#. Things cannot properly
be agents, and where an inanimate thing is concerned there is no
ambiguity likely to arise from this identity of forms. The notion
‘inanimate’ is here taken in the current sense, and not in the primitive
sense of objects apparently self-moving, like fire, water, hand or
foot. But with animates, especially with persons, it is necessary to
have distinct flexions in languages where position is not decisive. It
is necessary to know whether ‘Peter robs Paul’ or ‘Paul robs Peter'.
To get over the difficulty the distinctive GS. -a was used for the
accusative of persons, and sometimes of animals, in the singular of
the o-stems. The usage then spread to other stems: NS. symi G-AS.
syma. Finally, during the development of the modern languages, it
spread to the plural, where there was no confusion of forms. The
inclusion of trees among animates is not unnatural (Ruth, dub ‘oak’
G-AS. diba), but the extension to games is odd: P. graf w bridta
‘play bridge’. Another unexpected extension is to coins. In Old
Bulgarian the usage was still Aluctuating, and hoth forms were found
in the o-stems.
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The accusative completes the action of the verb, and when that is
a verb of motion the accusative gives the direction of the motion. In
this way the accusative alternates with other spatial cases (locative and
ablative) to answer the questions gus? ubi? unde? When a preposition
is used, the original construction was to regard the case as completing
the verbal action in a general sense, while the preposition was ad-
verhial, and gave a finer definition to the verbal idea. The preposition,
thus used, did not ‘govern’ the case. When the preposition later came
to be associated with the noun it took over the cases as they had
syntactically developed.

(b) Nominative. (i) The accusative form served for the nominative of
neuters.

(ii) Stem, with lengthened final vowel (M.F.): IE. *mdté(r) >OB.
mati ‘mother’ R. maf, *akmdn >OB. kamy “stone’, *hkorén? > OB.
kore ‘toot’, *g%end > OB. fena R. fend ‘woman’. The agreement of
Sanskrit with Balto-Slavonic shows that the loss of -r after a length-
ened vowel goes back to Indo-European times: Skr. mdtd L. mdta
OB. mati; final -# was here further narrowed to Sl. -i. The opposition
OB.NS. mati/AS. materi tends to be eliminated in the modern
language by the use either of the nominative for both cases (R. maf),
or the accusative (Cz. mdtef=mdti). L. akmud ‘stone’ piemud ‘shep-
herd’ may show that the long final vowel generated a diphthong,
which became a monophthong later in Slavonic: *-gn - L. -ud >%-4 >
C5l. -y (cf. the development of P. ¢ Cz. il). Even in Old Bulgarian the
acc. sg. was substituted for the nom. -y -¢: kameni koreni. This
practice has become general in the modern languages.

(iii) *-s: lost in Slavonic, sometimes with closure of the preceding
vowel: 1E. *pontis >OB. poti ‘way’ R. puf [cf. Gk. wévros ‘sea’ Lat.
pon(t)s ‘bridge’], IE.*swekriis >OB. svekry ‘mother-in-law’, IE.
siinus > OB. symi “son’, R. syn, 1E. ®wlk¥os > O0B. vlkd “wolf’ R. volk,
*konjos >*konjii >*kon’t >OB. kol ‘horse’ R. ko

The nominative is strongly indicated in a sentence as the source of
all that follows. In Old Bulgarian, in consequence, it was often
accompanied by a suffixed demonstrative s “this’/td “that’ : OB. dinisd
‘this day, today’, rabidtd ‘this slave’ (with ¢ opened in strong position
to o : raboti). Hence the suffixed article in North Great Russian and
perhaps in Modern Bulgarian. The nominative is rarely used with
prepositions; but there exists the idiom in Russian and Polish (but
not Czechoslovak): R. éto éte za kniga? (nom.) "what sort of book is
this?' (cf. Germ. was ist das fiir ein Mann?)

(c) Vocative. The vocative hardly merits the name of flexion. It does
not enter into the sentence, but stands to it in apposition, urgently
calling to it the attention of someone. The expression of urgency was
the heightened tone; there being no syntactical relations to define, no
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flexion was required. Most vocatives are of the same form as the
nominative, but sometimes without the lengthened vowel or with a
shortened vowel: VS. *g%end /NS. ®*gend OB. feno/fena. Personal
names are often in the vocative in place of the nominative, especially
children’s names. Hence comes the order of personal nominatives in
-0: Marko Danilo etc. The thematic stems express the vocative by the
e-grade of stem, without case-ending: OB. vfée ‘O wolf!" Neuters have
no vocative case-ending, but use the nom.-acc. In the plural and dual
the nominative is used for the vocative. The special value of the case
is inferred from the high tone.

(d) Genitive. (i) 1E. ®os/es/s; Gk. prefers ®-os, Balto-Slavonic, like
Latin, prefers ®-es, the sibilant being lost in Slavonic (section 43):
OB. matere kamene imene slovese telete svekrive all from ®-es; poti from
?*_¢is [see section 62(b) ], L. -#fs (GS. akiés ‘eye’/NS. akis);, symu
from ®-ous, L. -aiis. The flexion -i (poti) has prevailed over -¢ in
R. mdteri imeni ditjati, helped by the analogy of the dative in -4,
whereas P. imienia Slov. iména R. néba have come to be inflected like
o-stems. The feminine d/jd-stems offer considerable difficulty. The
suffix had a rising tone (d/jd), which would combine with the falling
tone of the genitive ending (*-és) to give a circumflex (*-ds), which is
represented by the circumflex in Greek (msfis) and by-rising tone in
Lithuanian (dainds). But this would give Sl. ®*-a. The closing of the
vowel to -y (OB. rgky) is hard to explain, but seems to indicate the
presence of a nasal, as also the flexion -¢ in South Slavonic ja-stems/
EWSL. -& -y <*-6ns ¢ <*-jons. The source of this nasal termination
may have been the declension in -dn (cf. L. akmefis/*-ons), and the
reason for substitution the circumstance that the gen. sg. would be
otherwise indistinguishable from the nom. sg. (-a). The discrepancy
in the soft stems (551, -¢/EWSL. - gen. sg. OB. dufe/OR.WSI. duif)
has been explained as due to the occurrence of a special quality of
nasal £ not encountered elsewhere in Slavonic, save in the acc.pl. of
ja/jo-stems and the nom.pl. of ja-stems. In the acc.pl. the nasal is in
place, and denasalization in East and West Slavonic must be due to the
dialectal timbre of the vowel. In final position, where these sounds
occur, the enunciation is relaxed, and this relaxation might combine
with the effects of analogy to give a timbre otherwise unparalleled.

(ii) Ablative of the thematic declension 1E. ®*-6d (masc.neut): OB.
grada sela kraja. It was only in this declension that the genitive and
ablative were distinct: Skr. GS. kdntasya/AbS. kdntdt from kdntas
‘beloved’, Lat. lupi/lupi(d). In Balto-Slavonic the genitive and
ablative have been identified in all conjugations, but in the o-stems
the identification has been upon the basis of the original ablative in
*_Gd. This contained a final postposition akin to Lat. de “away from’,
and possibly in the form of *-ed, giving with the thematic vowel
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*_o-ed *-5d >L. -0 CS1.0.B. -a/soft -ja. The postposition resembles
Gk. e <*-dhe (i€ &b ‘from the sea’), but is opposed in meaning
to Gk. -Be(’ ABfvoge="Affvas-6¢ ‘to Athens’).

The uses of the genitive in Slavonic correspond to both original
cases. The proper sense of the genitive seems to have been to name
the whole thing of which something is a part (partitive genitive):
R. ja chodii vody '1 want (some out of all) water’, vagdn polon biudéj
‘a carriage full of people’. What one negates is usually something
partial; hence the Slavonic genitive after negatives: R. net démeg ‘there
is no money’. The genitive of point of time corresponds to the Latin
ablative: R. péroogo mdrta ‘on the first of March’. Another use of the
genitive is the adnominal or adjectival: R. dom oted “father’s house’
(possessive), pjaf rubléj ‘five (a five-group of) roubles’, stakdn édju
‘a cup(-ful) of tea’. Hence the use of the genitive with secondary
prepositions like R. b= ‘near’ dkolo “round’, etc., which are frequently
nouns made invariable in some case and used as adverbs, whence also
as prepositions. The proper sense of the ablative is removal from a
thing or situation. It is thus used with verbs of deprivation, avoidance,
fear, etc.; of the point from which measurements are made; and so of
the point of reference from which a comparison is made: R. on slabée
menjd 'he is weaker than I (measured from me he is the weak one)’.
So the genitive occurs with the prepositions R. bez ‘without” of ‘away
from’, 5 ‘"down from’, u ‘by".

The adjectival use of the genitive was overshadowed in Common
Slavonic by the facility with which adjectives were made from nouns.
The possessive ‘God's’ was not as a rule Boga ‘of God' but Bofli
(R. Badfij).

(¢) Dative. 1E. *-ei/ai CSLOB. -i: OB. materi kameni imenmi telgti
slovesi svekritvi; rocé (P*-@i {®-di {*-d-ei) duli; synovi (?%-ew-ei);
poti kosti (=i+?) OB. vlku may derive from *wik=gi (}*-0-ef), in
which the long vowel has developed at the expense of the short
semivowel (as in Gk. Ame Lat. lupé), being closed by it in Slavonic
to ®*-ii >-u. In Polish and Czechoslovak -ovi has been construed as all
case-ending, and so as an alternative for -u: P. deboted /OP. synu
(MP. symowr) (dqb ‘oak’ is an o-stem, syn ‘son’ is a u-stem), Cz. Janovi
bratrovi ‘brother’ (of persons), hadovi or hadu ‘snake’ (of animals)/
hradu ‘city’ (of things).

The dative is the case of the recipient, whether actually the receiver
of the verbal activity or affected by and iriterested in it (ethic dative).

(f) Instrumental. 1E. *-bh/m-: OB. potimi kamenimi imenimi
(*symimd is not attested) rabomi krajemi (cf. Anglo-Saxon ceoic “alive’
DSMN. cwicum). This element ®-m- was probably an agglutinated
suffix, and is found also in the dual and plural (dat.instr.). Its use was
parallel to that of *-bh- in Sanskrit, Greek, Latin, Celtic and other



133 COMMON SLAVONIC AND OLD BULGARIAN

languages. The latter appears in Homeric Greek in a rudimentary
form (-g1) which can be added to singular or plural cases: Bing: ‘by
force’ xhiging: ‘in the huts”. In Latin it is restricted to the plural
(deabus regibus mantbus diebus), where it gives both dative and ablative
by means of the same vocalism. In Sanskrit it is plural and dual only,
and shows differences of vocalism: IP. -bhis DAbP. -bhyas IDAbD.
-bhydm. In Slavonic the vowels vary: IS. -mi IP. mi DP. -mi DID.
-ma. The Lithuanian series (1S5. -mi LP. -mis DP. -ms DID. -m, the
‘latter with changes of tone) do not sufficiently elucidate the problem
of the original forms in Balto-Slavonic or Indo-European.

(ii) IE. *-m/am: OB. roko/rokejo <*ronkd-m/ jam (L. ramkd
denasalized), strujejo. Cf. Skr. dhis "thought' 1S. dhiy-d, whence
hdntd 1S. kdnt-ay-d, which gives an alternation -d/ayd in the instru-
mental, as in Slavonic). Both types of suffix are found in Old Bulgarian,
but the shorter are absent from some documents and may be due to
dissimilation. Once established, this instrumental of the g-stems sets
a pattern for other feminines: kost-ijo,/fjo mater-ijo /ijo svekritv-fjo /1o,
which have no shortened forms.

The instrumental has the meanings ‘by means of’ (instrumental
proper) and ‘accompanied by'. Both senses are united in the English
preposition with, in the Greek dative and the Latin ablative, As
denoting time within which something occurs the instrumental is
doubtless sociative: R. vesndj “in the spring’ sitrom ‘in the morning’,
It is used for the standard of measurement: R. ja gddom stdrfe egd
‘I am a year older than he’, and in the locution fem . . . tem ‘by how
much . . . by so much; the more . .. the .. .' Similarly sociative is the
instrumental of place where (ubi?), and with the prepositions R. za
‘after’ méddu ‘among’ pod ‘under’ 5 ‘with’. An extension of the same
usage causes the instrumental to follow the verb ‘be’, when not
expressing idéntity but only a relation between subject and predicate:
R. kogdd ja byl malcikom ‘when I was a boy’ (cf. L. tit biisi vilki ‘you'll
become a wolf’). True instrumentals are found in phrases like R.
menjd zovit Ivdnom ‘they call me John', éte slufilo mne predidgom
“this served me as a pretext’.

(g) Locative. (i) IE. zero-ending: OB. kosti (*-éi) synu (*-u).
The consonant-stems should end in their consenants according to this
principle of formation, but materi has the -7 of the i-stems, and svekrive
kamene imene telgte slovese have a suffixed -e of uncertain origin. It
might be connected with the suffixed -e in Lithuanian, which gives an
appearance of uniformity to Lithuanian locatives: -¥je/oje/€je /uge.

(ii) IE. *-5: OB. rocé (*-d-i; ¢f. L. rankoj-¢, where ~gf- <*di) struji
gradé (*-o-i) kraji. Gk. loc. oixo: “at home' /NP. olxo: *houses’ shows by
the accentuation of the stressed syllable that there was a difference of
intonation between these two diphthongs, viz. loc. -6i/fom. pl. -oi.
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The locative is a spatial case, defining place where (ubi?), and is a
source of adverbs as an extension of this usage. It now occurs only
with prepositions, and is often called the 'prepositional case’, but the
term suggests an exclusiveness which does not in fact exist. The chief
prepositions associated with the locative are R. v ‘in' na ‘on’ o, 0b/obo
‘concerning’ po ‘after’ pri ‘in the presence of, in the time of, near’,
It is opposed to the accusative of motion, as indicating place of rest.

67. Plural Cases. The plural differs markedly from the singular in
the ease with which its flexions fuse together. The nominative and
accusative cases remain distinct, but the genitive presented a termina-
tion which ran through all declensions, and the dative, instrumental
and locative show substitution of one declensional vowel for another
even in Old Bulgarian. In Russian this has been carried to a logical
conclusion by which the endings of the a-stems have been adopted by
most words in other declensions, the instrumental showing more
resistance than the dative and locative. In the declension of the
definite adjective there was already identity of flexion for all three
genders in Old Bulgarian. A psychological support for this usage is
the circumstance that sex is important in individuals, not in masses.

(a) Nominative. (i) 1E. ®-es: OB. pothie (*-ejes), kamene synove
(*-ewes) (masculines). OOB. materi is modelled on feminine i-stems, but
OR. matere Cz. matefe implies CSl. matere. The i-stems, when
feminine, use the acc.pl. for the nominative: OB, kosti ( <®-ins), and
this is the explanation also of svekrivi and dufg. It might apply also to
OB. roky, nom. and acc.pl., but C5l. -y could perhaps derive from
®-ds *-d-es), as L. rafikos certainly does.

(ii) 1E. ®*-oi (with rising tone), masc. o-stems: OB. gradi krai
(=kraji). This is due, as in Latin and Greek, to the analogy of the
demonstrative NPM. *toi ‘those’ 'Skr. devds ‘gods’. The modern
lunguages, especially Polish, show much interchange between -i/ove.
Some o¢-stems are found with the termination -ote even in Old
Bulgarian: duchove ‘spirits’.

(iit) IE. *-& CSLOB. -a/ja: neuters: OB. imena telgta slovesa iga/
pola lica. This flexion was that of a nom.fem.sg. of a collective noun,
and as such still took a singalar verh in Gk. ébuvaréy, dbuvarda o ‘it is
impossible’. As in the singular, the same flexion is used for the nom.
voc.ace, of neuters. The distinctively plural endings of other cases
have been attached by analogy of the masculines to the neuter
paradigm.

As a collective feminine noun, the plural of a neuter was originally
a different word from the singular, and so might have a different
accentuation. Gk. gidov/gudn ‘race, clan, tribe’ are different words
formed from the same root in the relationship *-om,/d and differently
accented. Hence perhaps some of the accent-shifts encountered in
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Slavonic neuters (apart from those due to the workings of de Saus-
sure's law), such as R. dzero/ozéra ‘lake’ nébo/mebesd ‘sky’. In 5.
sélo/séla the difference reveals itself as one of tone-quality.

Such independent words could also be formed alongside mascu-
lines, giving mixed paradigms: R. rog/rogd ‘horn' wvéder velerd
‘evening’ (cf. Lat. locus/loca).

In the plural the vocative is identical with the nominative.

(b) Accusative. (i) 1E. ®*-ns, consonant after vowels, sonant after
consonants: 1E. ®*pontins OB. poti kosti; 1E. *mdterns OB. materi
kament svekriivt; 1E. *sinuns *ghordhons (cf. Cretan Awovs) OB. syny
grady; ®krajons >*krajens OB. kraj¢/OR.WSL. krajé. On the alterna-
tives ¢/¢ see section 66 (d). The vowel of the ending was lengthened
by final s before this disappeared (see section 31), md the nasal timbre
remained only with the most open vowel.

(i1) ®-s/ms: a/ja-stems. L.NPF. stirn-os A. -as implies N. *

A. -as, the latter without nasalization. Without nasal are also Goth.
gibas “gifts’ Skr. sends ‘armies’, though both accusatives have the long
vowel of the nominative. In Old Prussian (-ans), Greek (-& Cretan
Tipows), Italic and Slavonic the termination has been assimilated to
accusatives in *-ns, with lengthening and closure one grade of the
vowel and its consequent denasalization in Common Slavonic:
*ronkans >*ronkons >*-i >OB. roky, duf¢/EWSI. dulé. APF. roky=
NPF. roky (? <*-ds), and on this analogy dufe was extended to the
nominative, and then all feminines {kmi materi svekrivi) used the
accusative instead of the Dnglna.l nominative.

(¢) Genitive. IE. *-6m/on: CS1.OB. «it/soft-(j)i: OB. materd kameni
smenil teleti slovesi svekriivi rokii synovi gradi; potiji; struji dufi;
kosi. The vowel of this flexion was short in Slavonic, and also in
Latin (owigm), though the latter is said to have resulted from a
shortening of *-Gm. Whether that be true of Latin, there is no ground
for believing that the Slavonic termination has been shortened, since
long nasal finals are carefully preserved. On the other hand Gk, -wv

* L. -& quite as definitely indicate an original long vowel. It is necessary
to suppose that both existed in Indo-European.

Final -i/i dropped in the later languages, and the case was left
without characteristic flexion. Reaction set in against this state of
affairs. As in the dat.sg. and nom.pl., the ending of the u-stems was
treated as a flexion (-ov/ev) and extended over the o-stems: R. stoldp
‘chairs’ sardev ‘sheds’, P. wujdte ‘uncles' efenidee ‘shades’, Cz. musfi
(formerly mugilv)‘men’, Slov. utiteljevteachers’. The i-stems naturally
added the case-ending to the -i of the stem, giving -iji, which also was
treated as wholly flexion. The first semivowel was in strong position,
and so led to a suffix -¢j, which spread to other declensions: R. lofadéj
‘horses’, whence caréj ‘tsars’ morej ‘seas’ (both jo-stems), sudéj (from
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sudjd ‘judge’). In Serbocroat the i-declension has GP. - (stvdrf
‘things'), but for all other declensions the language has developed, in a
way not satisfactorily explained, a suffix -4 for the gen. pl.: S. jélénd
‘stags’ Zénd "'women' pleménd ‘tribes’, ete,

Owing to the lightness of final -i there appear certain accent-shifts
in some genitives: R. trémja "time’ NP. vremend GP. vremén, sesird
‘sister’ NP. sistry GP. sestér, 5. £#éna “woman’ NP. $éne GP. £énd. In
West Slavonic the final syllable of the gen. pl. is affected by the law of
lengthening (and later closing of vowel) in compensation for the loss of
final jer, e.g. P. pora ‘season’ GP. pdr; and in some words this form has
analogically affected the other cases: P.GP. gdr ‘of the mountains’ : :
NS. gira.

In the plural the ablative has been confounded, as to usage, with
the genitive; as to form, with the dative.

(d) Dative and Instrumental. 1E. *-bh/m-: OB. -mui -mi: ppti-mid -mi,
mater-imi -imi and maferemi, svekriv-ami -ami, roka-mi -mi, struja-
meid -mi, synid-*mit -mi and synmomi, grado-mi, kraje-mi. The corres-
ponding forms in other languages are: L.DP. -ms LP. -mis Goth.DP.
-m Lat. DAbP. -bus <*-bhds, OIr.DP. -ib <(*-bhis, Homeric -g1 <*-bhi,
Arm.IP. -uk’ -mbk’, Skr.DP.-bhyas <*-blyas | P.-bhis. The parallelism
of the two series is obvious, but so also are the discrepancies of detail.
The Slavonic dative depends on *-mds, parallel to Lat. ®-bhds, and
independent of the Lithuanian flexion. The long final vowel of the
instrumental in Slavonic has no parallel in noun declensions, but
corresponds to the *-bkei-suffix in Lat. tibi.

A jer before the flexion was in strong position in the dative, but
weak in the instrumental. In the dative, therefore, there was a tendency
to replace it by a full vowel (materemi imenemut synomit), as also in the
locative plural. The a- 6- stems have a full vowel in such a position. In
Russian the vowel a has spread over all declensions in the dative and
locative. In the instrumental it is also general, and has met with
resistance only from the i-stems: R. lofadmi (cf. P. kodémi Cz.5lov.
kostmi).

The dat. instr, loc. of #-stems in Old Bulgarian were remodelled on
d-stems.

(%) 1E.1P. ®*-6-is: o-stems: OB.1P. grady sely /kraji. The vowel of the
diphthong is closed by the final *-5. Gk. Mmois results from both
instrumental and locative (Homeric -cio1) and has a short thematic
vowel as in the locative. There is a short vowel in L. vyrais; long in
Skr. devdis. In Latin the ending was used also of the dative and
ablative, and was extended to the a-stems also.

(¢) Locative. 1E. ®*-su/si?: OL. -su ML, -se CSLOB. -cha, OB.
potichi, svekrivachi (with a from a-stems), Zemachi/strujachi, syn-
*iichii, ochii, gradéchi, krajichit. The consonant *s followed an 7 in the
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i-stems and the o-stems (®*-oisu) and so gave 5. ch, which was genera-
lized to all stems (as with Femachi/®*g“endsu: Skr. LP. sendsu); in
the u-stems it followed u, with the same consequences (Skr. bhdnugu).
Vocalization of jer: OB. materechi synochi domochi.

68. Dual Cases. The dual has the appearance of being incomplete in
Indo-European. Only three case-flexions had been developed (NVA.
GL, DI), and they were transmitted imperfectly. The genitive was the
first to be lost, since it is almost unrecorded in Greek and has been lost
in Lithuanian: its form, on the other hand, is less doubtful than that of
the other two.

(a) Nominative-accusative-vocative. The vowels e § occur, and
probably also the semivowels 7 u forming a diphthong with final stem
vowels. OB. poti may represent original ®*-#, L. nakti having been
shortened. OB. kameni is attested, but not *materi. The o-stems had,
in the masculine, *-5: CSI. -a/soft ja: OB. grada kraja. The feminine
a-stems have ®-a-i (Skr. -e: sene), giving CSL. -é/soft -i: OB. rocé
struji. The neuters seem to have been formed with the element *-i,
which was lost to the i-stems by the loss of neuters in that declension.
In the o-stems, neuter *-o-§ > C81. -#/soft -i, and 30 coincide formally
with the feminine: OB. selé/lici. The consonant-stems would naturally
have shown -i in this place (OB, télesi ‘two bodies’), but the historically
justified ending is rare. They generally show -é (OB. imené “two
names') borrowed from the neuter o-declension.

(b) Genitive-Locative. 1E. *-ou-: OB. potiju/potiju, cte. Arcadian
péoouv “in the midst’ preserves this ending (cf. OB. mefdu GLD. with
the same meaning). Skr. -(y)os: devayos ‘gods’ semayos ‘armies’
bhdnvos ‘suns'. In Lithuanian the gen. pl. is used instead of the gen.
dual. The adverb L. pusiad ‘in two halves' is an old locative dual, and
trace of a distinction between GD. dvigjaus LD. dviejau "two' have
been noted. Olr. GD. fer scél rest upon *-ou.

(¢) Dative-Instrumental. 1E. ®*-bk/m-, L. -m, CSl. -ma: OB, potima
fenama pradoma cte. Skr. -bhydm (sendbhyam bhdnubhydm) is closer
akin than Celtic -bhim, but there was no palatal glide or final nasal in
Slavonic. Nor did it show differences of tone as in Lithuanian (L.DD.
simieme 1D, sdmoit), which may not have been primitive. Gk. - (o)
is on a different line of development. Gothic dat. twdim “two’,

In Serbocroat the flexion -ma has come to be used for the DILP. of
all declensions. The same type of extension occurs also dialectically in
Czech and Slovak, but in most modern languages this flexion is
restricted to the case of the numerals, taking its rise in the dual
declension of CSLOB. diva ‘two'.

6ig. Numerals. There are no characteristics of the numeral declen-
sions not found clsewhere, but they are drawn from several different
parts of speech, and in their use they form a closely associated group.
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They also conserve some of the oldest features of the language to
which they belong. These are reasons for treating them as a group.

1; *oi-nos ‘sole’? Lat. dnus Gk. ofvn ‘ace’, ®oi-wos Gk. olos "sole’,
*oi-kos Skr. ekas ‘one’. From *oinos come L. viemas CSL.OB. ini
(which is rarely used) and the prefix ino- ‘one, other’; with ®ed- (neut.
sg. of a pronominal root *e-) the latter gives OB. jedimi/jedinid R. odin
(neut. odnd) ‘one’. OB. jedind, with the short vowel in the second
syllable, is definitely later than jedimi, though it is as hard to account
for long as for short quantity in this place. 1st: L. pirmas (pirm ‘before’)
OB. pruvi, with difference of suffix; cf. Eng. first Goth. fruma frumista
Lat. pri(s)mus prins Gk. wpéuog wpépos. The root is ®*pr-, with suffix
-mju-.

2—4: (2 is a pronominal o-stem, 3 an adjectival s-stem, and 4 an
adjectival consonant-stem):

IE. *dud L.NAMD. dii/F.ddvi GD. dl-:'?ju DD, dviem 1D, desgm
e e
OB. Mdﬁ:-aﬂ\"-ﬂ - {ml'l.a.unlla ‘hath").
1E. ®*trejes L.NP. tris A tris G. trig{ I_} trims 1. trimis LM, trijuosé 'F. -josé

OB.M. tr-tje/(FN.-i -1 =i ‘i -immi -Imi -fchf
IE.*h=etwores. OB.M. fetyr-e/FN. -1 -1 -u

OB. ditva follows the pronominal declension. The following noun
was in the dual, but the dual endings of nom. acc. were later confused
with plurals in -f (odf ‘eyes’) or with gen. sg. -a/ja. When so under-
stood these forms began to appear after 3 and 4 also. z2nd: L. afitras,
cf. Goth. anpar/OB. vitord (? <*n-tor-). jrd: tretiji. 4th: fetvrti.
The suffix -ti is used to make the remaining ordinals.

5-4: are collective nouns in *-i5 in Slavonic, but L. keturi etc. are
adjectives. 5: *penktis > OB. peti. 6: *ks(w)ekstis OB, festi. 7: *sebdmis
(Gk. ipSouos) OB. sedmi. 8: ®oktmis OB. osmi (Gk. éxvd> Lat. octd have
the form of duals, meaning possibly ‘both sets of fingers’). g *newn-
OPr. newints L. devyni OB. deveti (with the initial of 10).

1o-1g: 'dekm;{:} OPr. dessimpts L. défimt OB. deseti. This is a
consonant-stem as appears from loc. sg. desefe ‘in the teens'. 11: jedini
na desete, 12: ditva na desgte, etc. When standing alone it is assimilated
to the i-stems and to the numerals 5-g: gen. loc. sg. deseti. Other cases
are: GP. desetil/desgtii (vccasionally found), 1P. desety (on the analogy
of the o-stems), NP. desgte/deseti, NAD. desgti/deseté, GD. desgtu.

20-go: are composed of 2 with nom. du. deseti (dilva deseti), 3-4
with nom. pl. (tri desgte/desgti), 5-9 with gen. pl. (peti desgtii). MR.
piatdesjit shows both parts declined as f-stem nouns (gen. pjatidesjati,
etc.). g40: MR. sdrok (see section 117).

100: *kmtom L. fimtas CSLOB. sito. This is a neuter o-stem,
giving 200: diivé sité (dual), 300: tri sita (plural), etc. The difficulty
here is to account for the @. It seems better to accept it as Slavonic
rather than to have rccourse to borrowing from Avestic sata or
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Scythian (Ossetic) sddd, which leave the difficulty unresolved. The
expected development is found in L. fimitas.

j1000: L. tikstantis OB. tysofta/tys¢ita R. tygjaéa P. tysige 5. fiviida <
Goth. pisundi. It is a feminine noun. Also 5. kiljada MB. chiljdda <
MGk. yihi&ba.

10,000: OB, tima, cf. Tokharian tumane tmdm and TT. tuman
‘cloud, mist, ten thousand warriors'.

The collective (distributive) numerals have in the masc. sg. the
forms 2: OB. divayi, 3: troji, 4: detveri. In the last instance the r is part
of the root (fetyre), but it has led to -rii being generalized as a suffix for
distributives: §: petori, 6: festorn, 7: sedmorii, 8: osmord, g: devetori, 10:
desgtorii. Numerals of this type are used in both Old Bulgarian and the
modern languages, for instance, with pluralia tantum: S. dvdja kila
~ ‘two carriages’ (formally neut. p. from sg. kblo ‘wheel’). A derived
form in -ica is found in the instr. sg. OB. detvoricejo ‘fourfold’ sitor-
icefo ‘a hundredfold’.

70. Adjectives and Participles. (a) Indefinite. Adjectives and par-
ticiples are either definite or indefinite, i.¢. are either accompanied by
a postpositive article (-jf <*-jos ®*-i-) or not. In Slovene, Serbocroat
and Bulgarian the distinction is still so maintained: as in Slov. név
klobiik ‘a new hat' /néoi klobik ‘the new hat'. This does not hold in
Slovene apart from the nom. acc. sg. masc., owing to the confusion in
other case-forms of the two declensions. Elsewhere the definite
adjective has become attributive, accompanying the noun whether
defined or not; the indefinite is simply predicative. In the predicate
the nominative case is much the most common, and the others are
rarely used. Thus, though a full declension survives in theory in
Russian, for example, scarcely any case but the nominative is found in
practical use. There are traces of a Russian predicative dative (see
section 106); an accusative is found in appositional predicates of the
type Cz. nafel jsem potok rozvodnén ‘1 found the brook swollen'. In
adverbs there are traces of yet more cases: R.GSN. smdva ‘anew’,
P.DSN. po francushu 'in French’.

Indefinite participles gradually shed their cases with the exception
of a few fixed forms, and so became gerunds, without declension.

There is only one declension of indefinite adjectives, composed of
the o- and a-noun declensions: OB. nov-1 -0 -a, soft. péi-f -¢ -a. Only
trije remains as an i-stem adjective, and fefyre as a consonant-stem
adjective. The vocative in -¢ occurs only when the adjective is used as
a substantive, as OB. bezumine ‘0 fooll’ /o rode nevéringd *O faithless
generation!' In the same way are declined the participles in -Af -ta
-mil -mi. The other participles follow the soft declension in almost all
cases, but they, and the comparative form of adjectives, show varia-
tions of suffix which may be represented thus:
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NSM. NSN. ASM. GSMN. NSF. ASF. GSF.

1E. ®semt/sont- s - - -jd -jim  -jis (i)
*ami- ~08 €8
Seceid- -wils -wos (ii}
-wotm  -wot-es/es
*epid- ~Ug-jil  -us-jiim -s-jis
*nagh- ~Jilis ~jos -josm -jos-08 ‘68 -is-jd (1)
*mag- -is
Gk. v & Svra &vros oboa < *Gmia i)
£l5- gy 4% o -&705 (ii)
Homeric [5- vl < *-ugia
B- feo < *- 1000 (i)
Lat, suav- -jor < -ifs -1us < *-jos -lorem -loris (idi)
L. suk- -8 - S =ann -andio -anti  -andig -anios (i)
sk -— - S -us -usin ~usi -usig  -Usios (i)
ger- -es-nis (i)
. fid= o i - ! t- ¥ ] ! . o L
Pha’ 3 OF ) Falrr 4k RWEEO
l-‘l'd.‘- =0 =0 r ==
da-, -yl -+a ,/ -voE- f I -ja - -ig -je/WSL-j& (ii)
jered - -i =i S -B-
miri- o el }.a. 4 oja 4 de -je/WSL-jE (i)

(i) The present participle active [section 55 (a)] took a weak form
of the root in the oblique cases of the masc. neut., but in Slavonic
these cases have been remodelled and that form of the root no longer
appears. Verbs of classes iii b and iv have the extended suffix -¢ft-.
Russian gerunds derive from the nominatives (masc. sg. -¢ >-ja,
fem. sg. *-& >-f).

(ii) The past participle active is derived from ®-wos/us-. There was
a long vowel in nom. sg. masc./short in nom. sg. neut., both of the
o-grade of the suffix, as may be seen from Greek. The fem. showed
the zero-grade of suffix with an additional suffix -jd@ (nom. -f {*-12).
The fem. ®*-is- caused the suffix of the masculine and neuter to
become *-(w)is- > CSl. - after consonants/ -vi after vowels. In the
oblique cases of these genders the additional suffix -jo- was employed.
In the oblique cases of all genders and the nom. sg. fem. the influence
of i/j palatalized Sl. ®ch to Sl §: davilii etc.

(iii) The comparative was formed by ®-jos/fs-. By palatalization of
the vowel *-jos became *-jes, whence, for instance, neut. OB, mine
‘less’ (- <*-jes). On the analogy of the zero-grade, ®-is, the masculine
came to be formed in ®-fis-. In the oblique cases this suffix received
further suffixes (*-jo/ja-), like the participles, and the nom. sg. fem. is
in -f <*-fa.

The comparative suffix is either added immediately to the stem
(CSL *chudi ‘worse' <*chud-jis, cf. OB. chudi ‘bad’, definite com-
parative chuZdiji), and in such an event any other adjectival suffix is
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usually dropped before the comparative is formed (OB. vysokd ‘high’
comp. vyfji, krépiiki ‘strong’ comp. krepliji); or else the stem takes
the ending -é- before *-jis (novid ‘new’ comp. novéi). The feminine
forms are nom. sg. chufdili vyiifi novdiidi, etc., and the masc. neuter.
oblique cases are gen. sg. chufdifa vylifa novdjifa, etc.

The superlative is expressed in Old Bulgarian by mai-+the com-
parative, or, in a less purely superlative sense, by pré-- positive:
OB. nmaivyji “highest' préveliki "very great’, i

(b) Possessives and adjectives of origin. These are formed from
masculine names or titles by means of the suffix -ov/ev- and from
feminines by -in-: R. Judnov ‘John's' S. ddev ‘father's' bratdvljev
‘brother’s R. séstrin 'sister’s’. To some extent these duplicate the
uses of the genitive case: 5. dfev kinj=kinj oca (rare) ‘father’s horse’,
and there are ambiguities (R. Jvdnov *John's' or ‘Johnson’). A num-
ber of masculines also employ -in- (R. Fomin “Tom's' brdtnin
‘brother's’), and this is usual with diminutives. These words are self-
defined though the following noun may be definite or indefinite.
They are consequently declined partly according to the indefinite
paradigm, partly according to the definite (15M., and oblique cases
of the plural).

(c) Definite adjectives. Formed by suffixed article ®-i- *jos > ji:

SNV A G D L |
-as- -4 o= -a- 8- -uo
L.M, ger- a i -jo -jirm -jame =ju
== = =08= == = =h= -]
F. i -ia -ios -jai -joje -ja
TR T AN o -
CSLM . dobr- { -t i -jego -jermu =jemi ~jimi
N. -0-je -o-je | e
F - -2 -¥= = -¢/o-
. -ja -j -i¢ -ji -j9
WSLGSF.NAPF.APM. -jt

Saft: SM. péi-i-jl N. -e-je F. -a-ju; PM. -i-ji N. -a-ja F. -¢-j¢; DM, -a-ju NF, -i-ji

As the demonstrative element comes last the declension depends
mainly upon it, and the detailed commentary on cases may be left to
the next section. The adjective proper has a nominal declension:
OB. novi -0 -a ‘new’ (like gradii selo Sena) 105 tifte tifta ‘empty’
(like koni lice struja).

The subsequent development of this paradigm in the modern
languages was due largely to the fusion of the two endings of each case
into a single compound form. In Old Bulgarian they appeared still
sufficiently distinct, but there were certain effects of assimilation and
interplay between vowels. Apart from merely scribal differences from
the above paradigm, such as the use of i e with the values ji je, Old
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Bulgarian shows the following dcvcl-:rpmmtn. NSM. -y ( yi},-"-a by
lengthening of the vowel before j: GSMN. -aago -ago -ajego,
DSMN. -uumu -umu/-wjemu, LSMN., -éémi -&j)ami -émi/-éjemi, by
assimilation. In later manuscripts are found also GSMN. -ogo : : togo
kogo (hard demonstrative declension for the soft jego), DSMN. -omu
-emu: OB. fivogo ‘living' drugomu ‘another’ slépomu ‘blind’. The
ending ISF. gjo is comparatively rare: OB. distgjo ‘pure’; in most
cases there has been dissimilation to -ojg/ejo (véfinojo 'eternal’), and
even -ujo:nebesiskujo ‘heavenly'.

In the comparative the NASM. was not distinguished from the
indefinite form; thus, movédii ‘newer’ fem. movdiifi, def. masc. movdi
fem. novéifija.

PNV A G L D 1 DNA GL DI
-le- =L~ - -u0s- -les- -atis- L= -le-
=ji -ius - -luose  -iems s -ju -jiern
S s =N, F o A P R e ~o-jom
=103 ~ias =N ~lose ~10Mms omis =i
o Sl il g e B
=i -i% } -jichn =jima =jirmi -ja U =jima
=a-1u -d-ja =E=Ji
'3"". _?,.. s
i -ieJ =ji
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71. Paradigms of the Demonstrative Declension. These run:

SNV A G Ab D L 1
IE. *s- M/F. o8/
- M. ~om ~ad -oi/ei  -Bm
*toi- -mi
*tos/tes- «j)o -mdd -mdi  -mi
" N. -od -od
. F. -am — R -aji{m)
Stos/tes- <ias -G
L S
L.r- M. -is -g -8 -dm -ami =tia{mi)
F. -4 =y -0 -81 -ojk -4
j- M. s i ) -4m -amé  -Gof{mi)
F. 4 3 -Bs -af o -4
OB. - M/N. -0/o -0/o ~0go -omu  -oml -2mi
F. -a - = 0jf ~0ji - -ajp
k- ~ffto) ] =omu  =-omi
[ ~&mi
M/N. i(Ze),/je(2e) jego jemu  jemi  jimi
F. ja{ze) jo €jg jei eio
5- M/N. -Ije -0 ~Emu -emmnl =imil
¥ - -jo  -cie ~e(j)i —ei¢
& =i{ra) -lso -lsomu  -eml -imi
~E80 -es0mu  -esomi

kyji N. koje F. kaja P.M. cii N. kaja F. kyj¢; D.M.? F. e&fi; mojl; tvoji; soofi, nafi, vafi; &5i;
ditwoy, trogi, abogi.

SN A G D L
MN.
OB, vis- =i/e -I/fe ~ER0 -emu -emi
—

F. -/ jn -2 -€j§ -£ji




COMMON SLAVONIC AND OLD BULGARIAN 149
PNY A G L AbD 1 DNVA GL D1
-0i -ons -bh/m -Gis =0{u) -bh ‘'m-
=sim -5U
-2 -8 -0i
-#a -iis =@sdm =fsu -bh,/m- =ai
18 -os - ~uosd -[ems ~iis ~ud{du) -lem-
-us ~iEm-
-ia -as -2 -psd -dms -omis -ig{dvi) -fm-
=Bm-
=i =uis -1 —uirsd =fems -l ~uddu) ~fem=
g - -hs -0 ~osd ~dmns ~0imiis ~1&{dvi) (-
—
-ija -y/a } ~tchu -Emi -&mi -a & } ~oju -fma
-¥ -y &
i/jale) I } ich jimo jimi jl:‘i{h]} jeiu jima
| Jelze) i i(e])
ifi Lo /i } icha jima jimi T, ji } jeiu jima
lig /iy -ijg =il
' 1 PNV A G L AbD I
-&mi =i, i -j¢ ja } ~&chi -mi -¢mi
-€ip -je -i¢
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NS§.: Balto-Slavonic has made uniform the stem of the demonstra-
tive: OB. ti fo ta/Gk. &(s) # o Skr. sas 54 tad. Final -4 has dropped
without affecting the quality of the vowel, and upon Sl. fo has been
stayed the whole neuter gender (see section 63). OB. #4 is also
used freely with nouns as a suffix, and can be doubled with itself
(tatad), thus giving R. tot. OB. i- (the so-called anaphoric pronoun) ‘he’
appears in the nom. only with the enclitic -f¢ and in the relative sense
*who, which’. The interrogatives ki- ‘who?' &- ‘what? take the
enclitic -fo in the nominative.

GS.: Skr.MN. td-sya (Homeric voio <*fo-sjo) F. td-syai. It is
unlikely that this genitive should have survived, developing through
*tojo >*toho >to togo (pronounced [tavd] in Russian), though the
theory has been propounded. L. M. ¢4 indicates IE.Ab. *tdd, Sl *ta;
the vowel would have been reformed on the basis of DS. fomu LS.
tomi, after the addition of a particle -go=Skr. gha. Under the influence
of the o-stems, this case occasionally appears ending in -a (OB. sega
Jega tega), which has been normal in Serbocroat and Slovene since the
fifteenth century. Polish and Wendish show the soft form influencing
the hard: P.LowWend. tepo. GFS.L. tds <*tds/OB. toje <*tojd-;
this stem serves for all the oblique cases of the feminine singular in
Slavonic. WSI. -&. OB. &so <*ki-s(j)o, with vowel also opened to deso.
This has given a new stem &s/fes- to the dat. loc. It remained so
anomalous that the declension of Sto ‘what?' has been remodelled on
kiito: GS. éego etc. '

DLS.: Skr. MD. td-smai L. -smin FD. -syai L. -sydm, OPr. stes-se
-mu -sigs -stef. The 5 has been dropped in Lithuanian and Slavonic on
the analogy of the other cases. In the dat. masc. -u has been imported
from o-stems; LSM. tomi < *to(s)mi. DLSF. toi (toji) is refashioned
upon the stem of the genitive: *foj-. The stem *foi- was original in
LSM. téml < *toi-mi,

The conspicuous features of the plural are the identity of all
genders in the oblique cases, and the fusion of the genitive with the
locative. In these cases the demonstrative stem was ®*foi- > 51, té- and
#ji >0B. i-. The use of the latter to make the definite declension of
the adjective spread this fusion of genders into the adjectival declen-
sion, the more so since the indefinite cases were less and less seen.
It was an encouragement to the tendency to unify the oblique cases
of the noun-declensions also.

Like fi "that' are declined ovd ‘this’, omid “that, yon, he', ete., taki
‘such’, kakd ‘what like?" kito ‘who' nékiito ‘someone’ mikito ‘no one’
kafido (gen. kopofide) ‘each’ jedind/ind ‘one' samid ‘self’. The
correlatives (kolikid "how great?’ tolikit 'so great’ jelikd ‘as great’
minogd ‘much’ drugid ‘other’) show wvacillations between nominal
and pronominal forms. OB. jetferi ‘a certain one' s declined as a
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noun. The soft declension has si ‘this’ (which was originally an
i-stem, cf. L. fis <®kis), &(to) ‘what?’ (Lat. quid), the possessives
(OB. maji tveji svoji nasi vasi), the collective numerals divoji trojf,
sici “such’, kyji ‘which’, &ji ‘whose'. OB. (f)tufdi ‘strange’ also received
a pronominal declension. Traces of the demonstrative si are found in
R. dnei ‘today’, segddnja ‘today’, do sich por ‘hitherta’, siju minttu
*this minute’, P. d=if "today' lafos ‘this year', etc.

In OB. visi ‘all' R. vef (Skr. vigva- ‘all-' 1E. *wis-) the s should have
passed into Sl. *ch (its position after ¢ is evident in L. visas, OPr.NSF.
wissa), and the pronoun should have followed the hard paradigm of
ti. Of *vichi, the ISMN. NAPM. GP. would be (by the second
palatalization) vis-émi -i -échd, with soft which has spread to the
other cases and involved change of the final hard vowels to soft:
NSM. visi GSMN. visego. In West Slavonic the second palatalization
of ch is §: P. wszech Cz. viech, and so P. wszego Cz. vieho. An acc. sg.
fem. vchu is found in Old Russian.

72. Personal Pronouns.

SN A G DL I PN A G L. D 1 DN A GL DI
L.as
min-&] -fs - =yjk -imi
'. ““l!_’ I!-ﬁ,.--F I|—V—F
- mil-s mi-sy -mysd -ms -mis mi{du) mii-
th v-¢ | jis  jl-s Ju-sy jin(du) jlu-
siveé |
OB. ‘—--,-—-‘l
{j}izd m¢ mene men-c my
\W-—l'
min-¢ min
-0jp - Ry -asil -amil -ami -4 -@ju -amn
vE
ty o, sg
teb ‘seb-e teb -£
seh-2 toh/
sob wv-y -y ~as0l ;amb -ami -0 -2 -aju  -ama
=CHN
Enclitics: DS, mi 1, 'si DLD. nlfuﬂh
| OR.
ja(z} m-ja - =
Men-¢ - o
- man-¢ -oju
y n-V /1% a8 -am  -ami -& iU -ama
=y -m -
teb, - /e
seb-e -¢ tob/ ~0jul
sob-& /e v=y =¥/ us -a?

OB. jazi/asi OR. ja(z) L. af Skr. aham Avestic azem Ossetic
dz Arm. jes/Gk. tyo{v) Lat, ego (Olr. me- Welsh mi). The Old
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Bulgarian texts show almost exclusively azd; Old Lithuanian and Old
Prussian have OL. ef OPr. es. The final nasal is attested in other
satem-languages, and the original form of the Slavonic word may have
been *Zfom: *ézil >jazd > azi, the j- being lost because of its position
at the beginning of a word never compounded. There is, however, no
other ground for admitting the existence of the long # in this word,
and as azi is the older in attested examples, one may think of a simple
change (azd from ez <®efom) to a more open vowel, as in L. af
Another suggestion is that the change may have been the work of a
prefix *d- (as in Skr. d-pis ‘blessing’), or of the conjunction a. 1E. *#7
L. ti C5LOB. ty ‘thou’.

The oblique cases in the singular are formed from the roots *m-,
®tew/twe/t-, *sew/sw/s-, of which the latter groups are entirely
parallel. The accusative has a suffixed *-m (me/tg/se), which is not the
usual accusative flexion, but akin to the ®-m suffixed to the nominative.
GS.: me-ne, with suffixed -ne, cf. Skr. mdma ( - *mdna). The corres-
ponding forms should have been *teve seve (cf. Skr. tdva/sdva), but
the b of the dative has been substituted. R. menjd is probably due to
AS. mja <m¢ and GS. -ja of the jo-nouns. DS.:Skr. mdhyam Lat.
mihi indicate an original form of the nature of *meghi; OB. miné/
OR. miiné L. dial. mimi probably owes its { to the following ¢ OB.
tebé /sebé OPr, tebbei/ sebbed Lat. tibi/sibi show a bh- phoneme (*bher)
akin to that in Skr. tadbhyam. In Polish and Czech there has been an
exchange of cases: the original datives serve as genitive-accusatives: P.
ciebie /siebie Cz. tebe/sebe, and the instrumental stem is applied to the
dative: P. tobie/sobie Cz. tobé/sobé. The enclitic forms of the dative
were 1E. ®mot/toi/soi >CSLOB. mi/ti/si. The locative has been
identified with the dative in Slavonic/Skr. mdyi ete. L. mamyé.
15: OB. miin/tob,sob-ojg, Skr. md-y-d, etc, The termination-is that of
the instr. sg. of a-stems (*-d-jam > CSLOB. -ojo: OB. rokojo Skr.
kantayd, see section 66 [ ii), and the vowel of the stem is assimilated
to the o of the flexion: OB. min- for *min-, whence miin/min- are
found as alternative stems for the dative and locative also; tob/sob-.
Conversely, the final consonants of these stems show influence of the
dative on the instrumental. Cz. teb/seb-ou show a later assimilation
to the genitive stem.

NPD.: IE.P. *mes *wei/*wés *jiis, D. *wé *wé/*woi (cf. OEng.
F. wé D. wit/P. gé D. git). OB. my has the vowel of the second person
vy < *wds; L. més continues an original form. OB. va <*wé and vé <
*woi. In the acc. and oblique cases there has been change of stem:
*nd(s) *n(s)/ *wd(s) ®u(s). L. mis has been influenced by jis as to its
vowel. OB.AP. ny vy later give way to the gen.-acc. nasd vasd
( <®*nds-sit *vds-si). AD. OB. ma (cf. Gk. v) is the only instance in
Slavonic of an ace. dual differing from the nominative.
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(iii) INDECLINABLES

3. Adverbs. (a) Manner. No use is made in Slavonic of tne method
of forming adverbs from adjectives by means of suffixes, such as Eng.
-ly Fr. -ment. The two principal sources of adverbs (and ‘improper’
prepositions) are the accusative and locative cases used invariably.
There are more of the latter in West Slavonic than in Russian, which
is evidence of regional preferences. The accusative adverb arises
simply enough out of the ‘interior’ accusative, i.e. that idiom by
which the noun of the action expressed by the verb is given as accusa-
tive of that verb (e.g. Gk. dudprpe dpaprévew 'to sin a sin, commit an
error’). To the noun an adjective might be attached, and the noun
then omitted (Gk. peyéha [SuopriucTal dusprévav ‘to commit great
faults, sin grievously’). The noun need not have the same root as the
verb, but only be cognate in meaning (Gk. vikny/uéyny vixdv ‘to win a
victory/battle’); and in the ensuing uncertainty when the noun was
omitted only the neuter was appropriate, sg. pl. in Greek, sg. only in
Slavonic: -o/e. This is the normal adverb in Russian: chorofd “well’
rdno ‘early’ milo ‘nicely’ dirno ‘badly’ krdjne ‘extremely’, etc. The
comparative is also a neuter: bilee ‘more’ ménee ‘less’. This type of
adverb was also normal in Old Bulgarian, and among words specia-
lized for use as adverbs were OB. tako and sice ‘so’ kako ‘how’
jako “as' imako ‘otherwise’ pade ‘rather’. From #- and u-stems come
accusatives like OB. blizi ‘near’ mizii ‘down’ afuti ‘in vain' soprotivi
‘against’ otri ‘within' vasail ‘perchance’ iskri ‘near’ pravi ‘truly’ strmi
‘rightly’. The correlatives [ubo . . . lubo ‘whether . . . or’ are accusa-
tives, and profive ‘against’ is an accusative of the feminine a-stems.
OB. dito 'why' (cf. Lat. guid) must also be reckoned an accusative.

The locative case has the metaphorical extension of ‘in a certain
way', and so is suitable for adverbial formations. Compare -mwise in
Eng. otherwise. The o/a-stems have LSN. -é: OB. god# “suitably’
dobré ‘well' zilé il dolé ‘under’ goré "above' kramé “outside, besides’
posdé ‘late’ viné ‘outside’, together with the prepositions skrvosé
‘through' rasvé ‘besides’ (which govern the A and G). Locatives of
u-stems have the suffix -u: OB. vrchu ‘above’ dolu ‘down’ vinu ‘out’.
As the genitive has the same flexion, these might be classified as
genitive-locatives. OB. mefdu ‘between’ is gen.-loc. dual of mefda
‘boundary’; videra ‘yesterday' is a form of the genitive of wvederd
‘evening’. Other adverbs in -a are OB. nyfia/nyné ‘now’ jedva ‘hardly’.
OB. doma ‘at home’ (Gk. oixo: Lat. domi) corresponds to Lat. domd
in form. >

Various uses of the instrumental fit that case to be a source of
adverbs. IP. of o-stems: OB. maly ‘little’ latinisky ‘in Latin' prauvy
‘rightly’. The case was specially employed to designate language, as
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OB. gridisky 'in Greek' R. po-grééeshi. The instrumental suffixes in
-m- are used in both plural and dual forms, and sometimes alternate
with datives: visima “quite’, tolimi/tolima ‘so greatly’, jelimi/jelima ‘as
greatly’ [see (d) below], radima ‘on account of', bdchiamadi/ bichdmi/
biachima /bufijo (1SF.) ‘quite’. In the singular the instrumental is
found in jedinojo *once’ witoricejo ‘for the second time’, ete.

(b) Time. Adverbs of time perhaps take the form of Lat. id temporis,
that is to say an interrogative, relative or demonstrative neuter
followed by the genitive of the matter measured: -gda possibly from
goda, gen. sg. of godii ‘time’. They may be followed by the enclitic e
OB. tdgda/togda ‘then' kigda/kogda “when' (Lat. quum temporis)
indgda/inogda ‘at some time’ jegdafe ‘when' (relative). The suffix -da
appears in OS, kada ‘when' Slov. kddj kadar (cf. L. kadd Skr. kadd).
OB. nikida ‘never’ secms a cross between kigda and kada. Most
modern Slavonic languages preserve traces of CSl. *kidy. From the
locative come OB. Jani ‘last year' utréd‘in the morning' /8¢ ‘in summer’.

(e) Place. A suffixed -de ( <*-dhe, cf. Skr. kiha ‘where') appears in
kiide "“where' side "here’ onide ‘yonder' ide(e) ‘where' (relative) viside
‘everywhere’. With suffixed -fe: do-idede (do-nide-Ze/do-nigde) ‘till, up
to’, This -de appears as -d¢ in R. gde (formerly spelt gdé) 5. gdi#
‘where’, perhaps on the analogy of the locatives in £

Place whence (unde?) is represented by means of -odu/edé <IE.
*.n-dhe, which occur in the reverse order in Gk. -fev < ®*-dhe-n
(oixotev ‘from home'): OB. todu ‘thence' kodu /kodé ‘whence’
Jodu(Ze) ‘whence’ (relative) sodu/ovgdu ‘hence' visodu ‘from all sides’
iz winodu ‘from without’ otrijodu “from within'. (There is no suffix
corresponding to Gk. -f1 in olkefi ‘at home' or B¢ in olxabe
"homewards').

Place whither (quof) is represented by means of -amo, which is
purely Slavonic: tame ‘thither’ kamo ‘whither' jamo ‘whither' (relative)
inamo ‘to some other place’ visémo ‘to all places”; cf. Gk. fjuos ‘then’,

An isolated form is fu ‘there’, cf. the demonstrative i ‘that’,

{d) Degree. Suttixes -li/li/lé/lima: OB. toli ‘so far, so much' do kolé
‘how long?’ seli ‘to this extent’ oti seli ‘from now on’, etc. This is the
source of the adjectival pronouns koliki ‘how great?', etc. (see section
71)-

(e} Miscellaneous. Other common adverbs are OB. tafe ‘then' pade
‘rather’ obafe 'however’ jefte ‘still, yet' [ <®e/ot-s-k"e >®je/o=sce,
whence P, jeszcse MB. dite, 5. jif{te) by confusion of forms], paky
‘again’, etc.

74. Prepositions. The parent language can hardly be said to have

prepasitions. These serve in modern languages to define
precisely the relations between various parties and the activity
expressed by the verb, but under primitive conditions that definition
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was given, with all the clarity then desired, by the cases. To the
sentence thus formed, however, it was possible to add certain small
adverbs which were felt to be attached chiefly to the verb, and to
define its meaning more closely, but sometimes might be considered
specially to affect a noun. In the former case the particle was generally
found at some distance from the verb (tmesis); in the latter it com-
monly followed the noun (postposition). Two forms sometimes used
as postpositions in Slavonic languages are radi ‘on account of’ and
déla/*dila ‘for’, both governing the genitive (cf. Lat. gratia and
causa). In Homer's line
dupl 5 ol wuvinw xpahfipv Hmuew
"he placed a helmet on his head’

the adverb-preposition dugl refers as much to the noun as to the verb,
though separated from both, and the general relations of the two
nouns to the verb are defined by their cases (acc. loc.). In all languages
a more precise union has been sought, either by associating the prepo-
sition with the verb as a prefix (Gk. dupéfmev) or with the noun as a
preposition (Gk. dugl Tiv xepariv). The riumber of possible verbal
prefixes has remained static since early times, and they have taken
forms which occasionally differ from those in use as prepositions. At
an early date it was also possible to attach prepositions to nouns,
chiefly deverbals, as OB. pameti ‘memory’ pradédi ‘great-grandfather’
sosédil “neighbour’ sologi ‘consort’ proroki ‘prophet’. The power to
make these compounds was soon lost. The vowel of the nominal
prefix is usually long, but is short in the corresponding verb, as
pameti/pominéti (*d/0).

It was possible to double a preposition (MB. v, pr. vdf; s, pr. sds)
and to use them in combination (R. iz-pod ‘from under’). Further,
since the union between the preposition and its noun is very close, and
sometimes even marked by the transfer of the stress to the preposition,
the consonant of the preposition was not really final, and hence
survives (OB. iz miz bes). The prepositions si, ki and vil originally
ended in m, which appears in Slavonic as the initial of a pronoun
beginning with a vowel (OB. vi riemi).

In addition to these simple forms, which are almost unanalysable,
there are others derived from adverbs, which are themselves evidently
cases of neuter adjectives, either simply so, or compounded with a
preposition. Such formations differ from language to language,
according as they go out of use or additions are made. Their syntax is
uniform, since they obviously must be followed by the case which
expresses the dependence of nominalia upon other nominalia (nouns,
adjectives, pronouns), i.e. the genitive. Some adverbial prepositions of
this secondary type have gained such currency as to be classed among
those in most frequent use.
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Here is a list of the most usual prepositions and prefixes of Old
Bulgarian. The so-called ‘improper’ prepositions (adverbial, based or
apparently based on noun-cases, etc.) are indicated by an asterisk.
Those occurring in OB, as prefixes only are indicated in the list by
hyphens. The translation is rough and ready, particularly in the case
of the prefixes. The prefix vy-, though not found in OB., has been
included because of its importance in other languages.

bezx bexi (G) ‘without' [L. bé, Skr. bahif ‘outside’; ? {*IE.

*blizit blizi (G) ‘near’ [cf. Lat. fligere ‘strike’). (bhegh-s].

*&rédsa (A) ‘through, over, beyond' ( <*¢ersii), RChSI also
frézu by assimilation [L. skefsas Gk. byxdpoos “obligue'].

*déla (G) ‘because of, for' (postposition) [connected with délo
‘matter, affair’].

do (G) ‘up to, as far as, till' [Eng. to, Gk. -Be, OLat. -do].
Prefix do-.

*iskri (G) ‘near’ [? from *iz-+a form of kraji ‘eage, end’),

iz izd (G) ‘out of, from' [CSL *(jMs, L. if; corresponds in
usage rather than form to Lat. ex, Gk. E]. Prefix iz- ‘out’.

*kramé (G) “besides, except’ [LS. of kroma “edge’].

ki(n) (D) “to, towards’ [ < *kem= Skr. kam].

*mesdu (1) ‘between, among’ [LD. of mefda ‘border’].

na (L) ‘on’ (A) ‘on 1o’ [ef. Gk. évw, &va, Lat. an-, Goth. ana;
? 8l form <*nd <®omo <{*ana (cf. L. nud, which however means
‘from’)]. Prefix na-.

nadi (L) ‘above’ (A) ‘down on to' [na+ suffix di].

o ob obid (L) ‘around, about’ (A) ‘against’ [L. abi-; cf. Skr.
abhi, Goth. b, Lat. ob; or Gk. dugl Lat. amb-]. All forms found
as prefixes; also obi- obi-.

g- ‘into’, e.g. otoku ‘woof’ [see wii(n)].

ot ofit (G) "away from' [L. ati-; Lat. et Gk. im in ablaut)
Prefix oti- of- o- “away’.

pa- “after, then, secondly’, etc.; e.g. pameti ‘memory’ [see pu).

po (D and A) “across, over’ and distributive functions [L. pa-,
while preposition pé corresponds formally to pa-; Lat. po-, Gk,
émd]. Prefix po- with various meanings; frequently used to form
perfectives. :

*podigi (A) ‘along’ [dlga ‘long’).

podi (L and A) "under, beneath’ [po--dii; cf. nadi]. Prefix
podi-,

pra- ‘before’, etc.; e.g. praotici ‘forefather’ [see pro].

pré- ‘through, across, above’ [L. peF ‘through’, Lat. per
Gk. wepi].

préda (L and A) "before, in front of’ [*per+ dii; of. nadn podii]
Prefix préda-. i
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*prémo (D) “against, opposite’ [? Gk. mpéuos ‘in front’, Goth.
fram "forward’].
spréfde (G) "before’ (time) [ <®perd-je, comparative form].
pri (L) ‘by, at’ [L. préé, pri-; cf. Lat. prae]. Prefix pri-.
pro(A)'for’ [L. pra-, while preposition pré corresponds formally
to pra-; Skr. pra-, Lat. pro, Eng. for]. Prefix pro- ‘through’.
*protive (D) "against, opposite’ [Latv, pret, Skr. prdti, Gk.
wporl mwpds, Lat. pretium].
*radi (G) “for the sake of’ (postposition) [cf. OPers. rddiy].
raz- razil- ‘apart’ [cf. Skr. drdhas “part, side, half’, L. ardyn
‘divide, dissolve'; ? <*arz <*ordh-z].
*razvé (G) ‘apart from' [L. of *razwi; cf. ras-].
*skvozé (A) “through’ [7].
so- ‘with’; e.g. sologil ‘consort’ [see si(n)].
ﬂl{l} (I) “with’ (G) ‘down from' (A) ‘to the extent of' [OPr.
san- L. sam- sq- Skr. sam Gk. dua & & IE. *som/sm). Prefix
si(n)- “together, down',
u (G) 'by, at" [despite difference of meaning, apparently the
same as the following]:
u- ‘away, down' [L au- Skr. dva Gk. ab Lat. au-).
wii{n) (L) ‘in’ (A) ‘into’ [ <*n-; cf. L. §, Gk. #v, Lat. in, Eng.
in. The form o- (jo-) from *om- corresponds to Gk &va, Goth,
ana, Eng. on].
*eiiné (G) ‘outside’ [Loc.; cf. adv. mimi ‘outside’. Cf. Gk. &ev;
or from *ud-no, cf. vy-].
viizx wizd (A) ‘up, along, against’ [L. &f ‘behind, for’; 1E.
*ubs/ups, Eng. up]. Prefix viz- "up’. This appears as wi- in
vilstati ‘rise’.
(vy- ‘out’, found in ChSl. and other Sl. languages but not in
OB. proper [Goth. at, 1E. *id/&t]).
za (L and A) ‘behind’ {G) ‘because of’ [?]. Prefix za- ‘behind’,
etc.
=5. Comjunctions and Particles. The construction of Old Bulgarian
sentences was of the type called paratactic, which is well represented
in the Homeric poems. Sentences were normally given equal values in
the discourse. There was little subordination, and almost nothing in
the way of parenthesis, The large body of fully declined participles
did offer a method of subordination, notably in the case of the dative
absolute, but as the indefinite participles gradually developed into
gerunds this resource was diminished in the modern languages.
There was more than compensation, however, in the more precise
conjunctival value assigned to the conjunctions, which co-ordinate or
subordinate in Russian, for example, much as they do in French or
English. In Old Bulgarian most of these conjunctions were present,
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but their use is more akin to that of Homer. Subordinating conjunc-
tions and relative pronouns were still clearly of demonstrative or
interrogative origin, and were employed in clauses so simply arranged
that they might be deemed coordinate. In Homer, for instance, the
Myrmidons are compared to wolves thus: ol & Aiwor G5 dpogdyon,
voloiv T8 wepl gpeciv domeros &hxn (“like ravening wolves in whose hearts
there is unspeakable daring"), where voiow might easily be a demon-
strative, and the sentence run: ‘like ravening wolves—for them there
is unspeakable daring in their hearts’. So it is with the OB. ife 'who’,
which may often be rendered ‘and he', introducing a co-ordinated
statement. This is not to say, of course, that the relative is not of
Indo-European origin. OB. ##¢) answers to Gk. &5 Avestic yd Skr.
yas, and other Slavonic particles are of similar antiquity.

In South Slavonic and Russian the verb was normally initial in a
principal clause, which is the best position for narrative, since it gives
prominence to the succession of events. The final position seems to
have been more common in West Slavonic. There was thus a measure
of regional preference within the general order of the Indo-European
phrase (as exemplified by Homer), according to which the first place
was given to the most significant element of a clause. In subordinate
and especially in relative clauses the first place was taken by the
particle, and the verb was frequently delayed to the end. The position
of the subject with reference to the verb was free; a dative generally
preceded an accusative, an attributive or possessive genitive preceded
its noun, but a partitive genitive followed, and adjectives preceded
their nouns when attributive, but stood alone and later when pre-
dicative.

The principal particles and conjunctions in Old Bulgarian were
those listed below. Particles never found in isolation are indicated by
a hyphen:

a ‘but’;+ conditional ‘if". a-bychi etc. ‘so that'. a-¢¢ “although’:
a-li ‘but’. [Skr. dt ‘then, and’, L. 6 "and, but'; 1E. *4d/dt from
the pronoun stem *e-/a-].

ako (aky) ‘as, when, that’ [? from pronoun-stem ®e-/o-; cf.
Lat. e-quidem),

afte ‘if, whether'. afte { “even if'. afte I ‘or else, otherwise’,
afte da ne 'if not'. afte i da 'if however'. ife afte "whoever’,
[} *dt (see a)+ *jed *jo- >*aled).

bo ‘for’. i-bo '‘and indeed'. u-bo ‘therefore’. me-bo-mi ‘and
indeed’. [In ablaut to the da found in other languages; cf. L. bd
‘yes, good', Gk. ¢1].

cf (in a ¢é, ¢é 1 ‘and indeed, although’ [cf. Gk. xal Skr. ca).

da ‘that, so, and, but'. da-fe ne ‘before’. jako da ‘so, in order
that'. da ako (da jako) “but when' [cf. Gk. 61].
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i ‘and, also’. i— i— ‘both—and—". dafe i do 'till' [IE. *ei,
loc. of ®e-/o-; cf. Gk. ¢ “so, if’].

jako ‘as, that'. jako e “as’ [neuter of jakid (see section 73)].

jeda ‘lest, that not'; used like Latin num. [?].

i ‘whether’. li—li— ‘whether—or' [? <®wloi; Latv. lai ‘let’;
ef. Lat. vel].

ne ‘not’. ne-Ze ‘than’ [1E. ®ne, Skr. na, Lat, ne-, L. né}.

mi ‘not indeed'. mi—mi— ‘neither—nor’ [IE. *ned, Lat. ni,
Goth. nei, L. nef].

mid “‘but’ [L. ni ‘now’, Eng. now; connected with nyné “now’
novid ‘new’].

ta (ta-Ze) ‘and then' [from the pronoun ti; cf. Skr. tdd ‘as a
consequence’].

ti ‘and’ [ef. Goth. pei ‘that, so that'].

-#de (found e.g. in ti-fde ‘the same') [ <*dje <IE, *djod from
pronoun-stem *djo).

de ‘and’ [cf. Gk. ys, L. -gi, -gu].

-fido (found in ki-#ido ‘each’ ife koli-£ido ‘whoever’, etc.) [?].

The pronouns are also used as conjunctions; e.g. fo (neut. of f11) ‘so’,
jimife (INS of ife) ‘because’, po hefe (ANS of same) "because’,
za fe “for’, se (neut. of pronoun s7) “behold’.

C. WORDS

76. Preferences. The inner circle of human relationships does not
alter, and is represented in Slavonic by words drawn from the primitive
stock: OB. mati ‘mother’ diifti ‘daughter’ syni ‘son’ brat(r)i ‘brother’
svekry ‘mother-in-law’ zetf ‘son-in-law’ (Lat. gener Albanian dhéndér
‘bridegroom’) R. maf do& svn brat svekrdd zjaf. Some of them are
assimilated to more common declensions: OB. smicha 'daughter-in-
law' sestra ‘sister’/Lat. murus soror, S. stékrva ‘mother-in-law’, In a
rudimentary society relationships are traced through the mother;
later, relationship to the father as head of the house is of more conse-
quence. Traces of these two states of society are found in Slavonic:
OB. wji P. wuj ‘uncle’ was properly ‘mother's brother’, cf. Lat.
avunculus/patruus and avus ‘grandfather’; R. zoldvka (dim. of dial.
zdlva) S. zdova ‘sister-in-law’ is linked with Gk. y&ws Lat. glos
‘husband’s sister’; S. jétrva ‘husband’s brother’s wife’ corresponds to
OL. jenté Lat. pl. janitrices Homeric evoripes. Another tendency very
strongly represented in Slavonic is to let nursery names persist:
OB. otici ‘father’ is a diminutive of a baby-word (Gk. &v.a), as it
were ‘daddikins’, and similarly throughout the inner circle of relatives:
R. djddja ‘uncle’ tétka ‘aunt’ déduika ‘grandpa’ bdbufka ‘granny’. In
several languages mati and *dafi give place to diminutives like S.
mdjka mdma P. corka.
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The large family was the village-community (see section 1). This
has left certain important terms: OB. oid “village', cf. Gk. oixos Lar.
wvicus, originally the community’s ‘long house’, whence came OPr.
waispattin ‘wife’ L. wiéigats ‘master of the house’ (Skr. vigpatis).
CSLOB. gospodi ‘master’ is not quite clear in its etymology, but
may be compared with Lat. hospes < *hosti-potis, so that, as it were,
‘guest-master’ was substituted for ‘house-master’. OB. domi ‘house’
(Lat. domus Gk. 8éuos 5éuew “build’) refers primarily to the edifice;
it is absent from the Baltic languages in the simple form. The
more elaborate groups had names in Indo-European which died out
in Balto-Slavonic through disuse, and though the power of making
compound epithets was retained actual compounds were few, a fact
which denotes an absence of religious organization. Only names were
given the solemn and sacerdotal value associated with such compounds.

Though the parts of the body are permanent their names are liable
to certain changes, on account of modesty, humorous depreciation of
one’s own, the use of slang equivalents. Other parts, however, by
exciting no such reactions, retain very old names. So OB. jezyki
‘tongue’ L. Hefivis Lat. lingua Goth. tuggo Eng. tongue, all apparently
representing modifications of a single root; OB. srdice “heart’ L.
Hrdis Lat. cor(d) Gk. vapbia Eng. heart, OB. brei R. brod ‘eye-brow’
Gk. 8gpus Eng. brow, OB. nosit ‘nose’ L. ndsis Lat. nasus Eng. nose, are
all primitive names for these things. Unlike these, the word for “hand’
varies from language to language, apparently for the sake of greater
vividness: OB. roka R. rukd L. ranka seems to mean ‘the gatherer’
(L. renki ‘1 gather'). OB. usta (pl.) ‘mouth’ was originally® lips" (Skr.

osthas). OB. noga ‘foot’/L. nagd means “hoof’ (Gk. & L. ndgas
‘nail’) and OB. zobi 'tooth’ R. sub/L. dantis meant ‘peg’ (Albanian
dhémb ‘tooth’ Gk. yéugos ‘nail’', L. farithas ‘edge’, Ossetic zdmbin
‘yawn’). These two substitutions are the result of ancient slang. The
fact that Lithuanian participates in the one case but not in the other
exemplifies two characteristics of the Balto-Slavonic group: their
agreement in one set of highly characteristic innovations, and the
equally large number of innovations which are peculiarly Slavonic.
It has led to the suggestion that their unity was interrupted for a
while and then resumed; a suggestion which attempts to bring under
one formula their striking likenesses and differences.

The originality of Slavenic is well brought out by a long series of
names for animals which must have been quite familiar in the ancient
communities: OB. koi ‘horse’ kobyla ‘mare’ voli “ox’ (Ossetic gal)
barand ‘ram’ (? Ossetic wdrig ‘lamb’ Arm. gatn Pers. barra Skr. urana-
Gk. &ptv) koza kozili ‘goat’, R. sobdka 'dog' (Medic omdxa), OB.
pitica ‘bird’ ryba *fish’, zmiji ‘snake’ (? “the earthy’). In the case of OB.
medvédi “bear’, literally ‘honey-cater’, a taboo has prevented the use of
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the normal name for this dangerous animal. On the other hand, old
survivals include: OB. turt ‘aurochs’ {(OPr. tauwris Lat. taurus Gk.
voupos) and govedit ‘ox’ R. govjddina *beef” (Lat. bos Ir. bo Eng. cow
<*g"ou-), ovini ovica ‘sheep’ (L. avis Gk. ois Lat. ovis), agnid ‘lamb’
R. jagnénok Lat. agnus, vlna ‘wool’ R. vélna, svinija ‘sow’, vlkid "wolf’
R. volk, myii ‘'mouse’, orili ‘eagle’ R. orél, R. drozd ‘thrush’, OB.
Feravi ‘crane’ L. géroé (Gk. yipavos Lat. grus), gosf "goose’ R. guf, oty
‘duck’ R. stka L. dntis (Lat. anas Gk. viiooa), mucha ‘fly’ L. musé
(Gk. puia), osa ‘wasp’ (Lat. vespa), bidela R. pleld ‘bee’ L. bitis (Germ.
Biene OEng. beo), and the bee's product OB. medd R, méd L. mediis
‘honey, hydromel".

Names of trees are generally stable, unless the name is transferred
to another species as a result of travel. One notes, for instance: OB.
bréza ‘beech’ R. beréza L. bérdas (Ossetic bdrz), Selodi R. #élud *acorn’
L. gile (Lat. plans), abliiko *apple’ L. dbuolas (Abella was a place-name
in Campania). The oak is exceptionally variable, either because of .
difference of species or because of the religious awe which it often
inspired. OB. dréve ‘tree’ /L. dervd “pine-wood' corresponds to Gk,
Bpls ‘oak’ Bépu ‘cut trunk, spear-shaft’, but the Slavonic term was
dobit R. dub/L. dfuolas. Minerals include: OB. solf “salt’, slato ‘gold’
R. zdloto Latv. zelts/L.. duksas (Lat. aurum <*ausum), *sirebro ‘silver’
R. serebrd L. sididbrus/Lat. argentum Gk. &pyvpos), felézo ‘iron’ L,
peledis (Gk. yohxés ‘copper’), ruda ‘metal, ore’ (ON. rawdi Finnish
rauta ‘iron’, ON. raudr ‘red").

A number of other words, when compared with Lithuanian equi-
valents, help to define the originality involved in the creation of
Slavonic: R. wysckij ‘h:gh /L. dukftas OB. wemi ‘“intelligence’/L.
pritas, OB. boliji ' great:r R. bolfe ‘more’ [Gk. Pivepos Lat. (de)bilis

‘weak’, with negative prefix de-]/ L. didésnis, dobrii ‘good’ (Lat. faber
'dhdb{t}r )/L. géras, R. pesa ‘song'/L. daind, OB. lif “lie’ /L. mélas,
OB. &rmi ‘black’ /L. juodas, godi ‘year’ /L. métas, pastuchii ‘shepherd’/

L. piemud, prijateli ‘friend’ /L. draiigas, slnice ‘sun’/L. sdulé, élovéki
‘man’ /OL. #muo. The list would be much lengthened by adding those
words in which Slavonic differs from the Baltic languages in some
detail, as OB. movii ‘new’ /L. naiijas (*newos/neujos) or OB. simyti
‘death’ R. smerf/ L. mirtis. 'The correspondences, however, are not less
striking: OB. murii ‘peace’ L. mieras (obsolete), migla ‘mist’ L. migla
(Ossetic miy Zend. maeya Gk. dulyhn), deveti ‘nine’ L. devyni, slava
‘glory’ L. flové /garbé, R. kovéva ‘cow’ L. kdrvé, nesti ‘bear’ L. néili,
sladd-ki *sweet' L. saldis, etc.

77. Borrowings. (a) Iranian. For these see section 2. The name of
‘God' OB. Bogii might be purely Slavonic, and some of its derivatives
are used in historic Slavonic senses. But the transfer of meaning
involved between material notions like ‘bread’, ‘distributor’, ‘rich’, to
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the spiritual concept ‘God’ is something which unites Iranians and
Slavs. The word for ‘dog’ B. sobdka Medic spaka contrasts with L. fud
Skr. gvan (Lat. camis Gk. wiwow English hound), and shows that in such
transactions the whole of the respective groups were not necessarily
involved. Other probable Iranianisms were R. sekira "axe’, topdr "axe’
sochd ‘plough’ kur “‘cock’ S. vitra ‘fire’. L. fvedtas OB. svetit "holy’ R.
sujatdj corresponds to Avestic spantd, and OB.R. slove "word’ to Avestic
sravo; these may be coincidences. There may be other instances of
horrowing which cannot now be demonstrated, but remain as curious
coincidences. Thus OB. z¢bi "tooth’ R. zub coincides in every way with
Skr. jambhas ‘tooth’, and there is a connecting link in Ossetic (Scy-
thian) sdmbin ‘yawn, gape’/Gk. yéugos ‘peg’, and OB. vold ‘ox’ with
Ossetic gal (g < *w, a <*0). The former coincidence is particularly
striking. The latter offers evidence of contact with East Finns:
Ceremiss. volek, Vogul volov vulu. It may have had a centre of diffusion
in Scythian territory.

(b) Germamic and Occidental. From their German neighbours the
Slavs obtained words that expressed the superiority of German
military organization, together with others, both of German and
Romance origin, which expressed the greater domestic comfort of
the west. Among Germanic military words were R. vitjad - *witeng-
‘hero’ (possibly the Witings); OB. med ‘sword’ R. mef Finnish
miekka OL. mefius < Goth. méki, brady ‘(hal)berd’ “Germ. barta,
flémi “helm{et)’ < Goth. hilms, plka ‘troop” R. polk cf. Eng. folk,
kimg(d)=i ‘prince’ R. knjas < Germ. *kuningaz, OB. krali R. kordl <
Karl. OB. kopije 'spear’ probably came through the Germans from
Gk. wwmiov ‘haft'. The precise military terms sitiniki 'centurion’,
desgtimikit "decurion’ and lefeoni ‘legion’ may be of later literary
importation.

The Slavonic hut had only one poorly-heated room (OB. séni ‘cold
room, vestibule’). A warm room was added by imitation of the
Germans (OB. distiba R. izbd ‘room with stove', Frankish stuba, now
‘hut’), and other terms were OB. chyzd "house’ chléod “store-room’
(Goth. hldiw), P. buda *bothy’, and from Romance through German:
P. komora R. kémnata ‘room'( <caminata), Ca. kuchyné ‘kitchen’. So
also OB. koliba 'hut' (Gk. xéhupn) 8. cigla "brick’ (Lat. tegula) OB, basa
‘bath’ (Lat. banea, balneum, Gk. pahaeiov pévaa). The loanwords also
indicate an improved standard of living in respect of food: OB. ol
olovina'ale’ (which may not be a loanword) ehlébd ‘bread’ (Goth. Aldifs);
and utensils (notably bludo ‘dish’ Goth. biups), kadi’vat’ R. kddka (Gk.
xibos), R. bocka bodénok ‘barrel’ (7 <Gk, Povrris <Lat. bitis), R. miska
‘tureen’ dim. of misa (Goth. mes Lat. mensa). Lat. eucullus "cowl’ gave
various derivatives, including R. kikla *doll’; another sign of improved
clothing was the word B. ginja cloak’ ( - Lat. gunna < Celtic). A
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considerable number of loanwords attest the advance in agriculture
and commerce: R. plug ‘plough with coulter’ /sochd ‘wooden plough’
and ra{d)lo *hand-plough, hoe’ (Germ. pl(u)og Pflug), vind ‘wine' and
vinagrdd ‘vine' originally ‘vineyard’, OB. vrtogradi ‘orchard’, R. skot
‘cattle’, OB. osili ‘donkey’ R. osél (Lat. asellus, dim. of asinus),
pastyfi/ pastuchii ‘shepherd’, kupiti ‘buy’ (Goth. kdupdn), and also the
fruits R. feréfnja ‘cherry’ (ceresia), pérsik ‘peach’ (persicum), with the
vegetable Cz. locika ‘lettuce’ (Lat. lactica) and OB. jeleji “oil’ (Gk.
Baov). Communications and money were improved to support
trade: R. kordbl ‘ship’ [Gk. xapépi(ov); a further borrowing seems to
have given the ON. karfi ‘galley'], a word taken over when Gk. p was
still occlusive b; but ON. ellidi ‘ship’ seems to come from the native
Slavonic *oldija. R. tygafa ‘thousand' (Goth. pdsundi) shows an
intellectual advance in counting; OB. pénedsi ‘penny’ skiledsi
‘shilling’ dinari ‘denarion’ kodranti ‘quadrans’ show how money
superseded barter.

Not many words are free from the material bias of the above list, but
there are a few which imply new distinctions of thought: OB. chedogd
‘skilled' (Goth. handugs), listi ‘guile’, fufdi ‘strange’ (Goth. piude
‘people’), ludije ‘people’ (Germ. Leute). A special interest attaches to
OB. crky ‘church’ R. cérkod (Germ. kirthha <Gk. wupexcti) because it
comes late in this series: it must have been borrowed after the conver-
sion of the Goths, but before the break-up of the Slavonic community.
Cesar (Goth. Kaisar) was borrowed as OB. césafi and later again as
kesari, the latter connoting the Roman Emperor. R. buk ‘beech-
tree’ may have been an ancient Germanic loanword, but bikva
‘letter’ evidently connoted a rune scratched on beech-bark; it
must, therefore, have been borrowed later than the introduction of
runes into Germany in the first centuries of our era, as a distant
imitation of Roman writing. OB, kdniga 5. knjiga R. kniga 'book’ has
been connected with Arm. knik ‘seal’, Assyrian kunukku ‘seal’ and
kaniku ‘something sealed’, though not without difficulty, for want of
intermediary forms in Syrian. The Slavonic word may belong to the
same series (‘sealed tablets or pages’). Owing to the geographical
difficulties involved by this explanation, and to certain doubts con-
cerning the link between Armenian and Assyrian, another source has
been suggested, viz. Goth. kannjan *make known', whence *kannjainga
MidLowGerm. kenninge ON. kenning (F.) ‘doctrine, proclamation’.

Germanic k g are affected by the second Slavonic palatalization
(section 38), and -ing gives CSl. -¢dzi. Latin words commonly show
Romance articulation: R. ferésnja has c=¢; OB. kaledi ‘cup’ shows a
voiced and palatalized internal ¢ in Lat. calicem; Cz. locika and its
congeners develop Lat, -ct- as CS1. *-ki- before a front vowel, so that
the i of Lat. lactiica may have been borrowed with its Gallo-Roman
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value i; OB. fidovimi ‘Jew' shows the Romance pronunciation of j in
juderus. In some cases these loanwords bear traces also of their passage
through Germanic: OB. pastydl with 3 <u possibly due to Germanic,
Lat. pastorem, P. mmich ‘monk’ (cf. Munich Miinchen,/Lat, monachus)
klasztor ‘cloister’ (Germ. Kloster). West Slavonic takes its terms for
religious organization from Latin, though they also penetrate into
other parts: OB. oltitari "altar’ OR. pogan ‘pagan’. Greek words show
the iotacism of the Byzantine language, and fricative p >5l. v, a fact
which makes the b in kordbl so outstanding.

(¢) Bysantine. (i) Loanwords. As a result of the missions of 5t.

Methodius and St. Cyril the stream of external influence was diverted
from Germany to Byzantium. It entered primarily the South Slavonic
region, moulding the whole cultural vocabulary of Old Bulgarian, but
it also reached northwards through Slovenia towards Poland. Hence it
is that even the Latin Christianity of the Western Slavs has certain
basic words from Church Slavonic, though the vocabulary of organiza-
tion is essentially Latin. Russian Christianity, of course, is directly
dependent on Old Bulgarian models,
_ Just as the Germanic loanwords in Slavonic include some which are
of Roman origin, and among these are some Greek words adopted into
Latin usage, so the Byzantine Greek element includes some words
which are Latin by origin. Some have been mentioned above: legeoni
. —‘legion’, sitiniki translated from ‘centurion’. A precise date of
borrowing cannot usually be given. R. idol ‘idol’ is Gk. sibewhov, but
there is nothing to show whether this term, undoubtedly Christian in
the meaning adopted, came as a result of the evangelization of the
Goths in the fourth century or of the Slavs in the ninth. Concerning
the majority, on the other hand, there is not much doubt, They belong
to the lexicon of technical terms which refer to features of biblical
society, the organization of the Orthodox Church, or theological ideas.
There was probably another vocabulary, of which little trace remains,
viz. that of diplomacy. The treaties placed under the name of Oleg by
Russian chroniclers show a strong preponderance of Byzantine
technical terms. Men of affairs were perhaps less inhibited than
clerics, and may have been more prone to borrow such words as suited
their needs. The most remarkable feature of the Byzantine loans to
Slavonic is, indeed, not their number but the scruples of the learned
borrowers in preserving as much as possible the Slavonic flavour of
their language. It was for this reason, probably, that Russian and the
other Slavonic languages have not developed, like English, into mixed
speeches, as a synthesis between Slavonic essentials and Greek
superstructure. The Slavonic missionaries preferred translation to
direct transfer, and sought to increase the mental content of their
tongue as much as possible by deploying its native resources.
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The direct loans are, however, quite numerous. They include words
in archi- (archijereji ‘archpriest’ archit-iklind ‘chief of the feast’),
jevangelije, litiirgija, aromatil, angeli, dpokritd, vlasfimisati “to blas-
pheme’, etc. With these are included some Jewish terms like spbota,
pascha, fariseji, and the system of dating was Latin: insddiktd, apﬁa"f,
dekebri, etc. There was also a Slavonic series of names for months
contrived to fit the Latin calendar, so that, for instance, Cz. listopad
‘leaf-fall' corresponds to November/OB. mojebfi. A large body of
personal names are also Byzantine and Christian. Other borrowed
words are: OB, litra ‘pound’ drachma apostold dijavoli/S\. bési ziloti
“zealot’ psalmi kedril ‘cedar’ omagri “wild ass’ alavastrd aerd igemoni
‘leader’ fgumenija ‘abbess’.

These words observe the rules of Byzantine pronunciation. The
Gk. p is fricative (vlasfimija Gk. Phaognuia). Byzantine iotacism had
caused Gk. n1 v m o w to coincide in the pronunciation i; hence
OB. ikonomii (olkovéyos) igumenija (shyouudvn) klirosi (<Afipos) idold
(¢iBeahov) stichija/stiichija (ovoixeia). The alphabet included special
signs used to transcribe Gk. v y (when palatal) ¢ 8. The latter pair
were pronounced as f. Their more popular equivalents would have
been p t, hence OB. fropiti (mpogrms), and sometimes colloquial
usage imposed itself, as OB. Fezda Gk. Brfectia.

(ii) Imitations. R. medvéd ‘bear’ and chlebosdlstvo ‘hospitality’
(*bread-saltness’) are among words which give witness of powers of
composition undiminished since the Indo-European period, but not
generally in use. They were summoned to aid the clerics who had to
make intelligible to Slavonic converts the leading ideas of Greek
theology. They include many striking examples: OB. lkcemérd
‘hypocrite’ (Gk. wpocwmehfmrns) pakybytije ‘second birth’ (Gk.
wakiyyeveaia) jedinodedil ‘only begotten® destosydije ‘hardness of heart’
chraniliite *phylactery’ [Hfesivédételistvovati ‘bear false witness’
kuroglafenije *cock-crow’ bezofistvo ‘shamelessness’, together with
proroka ‘prophet’ and a considerable number of words in blago-
(Gk. - &yafio-), bez- [Gk. &lv)] and bogo- (Gk. feo-): blagoobrazini
‘fair’ (Gk. edoyfucov) bezakonije (bez+ zakon-) ‘lawlessness’ (Gk. dvoula)
Bogorodica “Mother of God’ (Gk. # ©eoréos) bogoditici 'godfearing’
(Gk. Beooifns).

(d) Turko-Tatar. While Turko-Tatar contacts are not to be supposed
effective in Common Slavonic times, some tribes were in contact with

" those peoples during the period of migrations, and some loanwords
were adopted at an early date and have a wide extension. One such is
OB. sani R. san “honour’ (T. san ‘appearance, dignity'). This was so
far acclimatized as to give derivatives as if it were a Slavonic root:
OB. sanoviti sanovinika R. priosdnifsja ‘to assume a dignified air’.
Until Russian colonists spread into the great forests, the ancient
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fur-trade passed through Tatar hands, and so T. samur ‘sable’ appears
in OB. samurini S. sémur/R. sdbol P. sobdl, etc. A loanword generally
accepted by the Slavonic tongues is OB. bisird ‘pearl, bead’ R. biser
S. biser, etc. The source seems to be Arabic bugra ‘imitation pearl’
(found in Ibn Foslan). At so early a date it would probably have
entered Slavonic across Persia and the Tatar steppe, and so be a
Turko-Tatar loan to Slavonic, though it does not form part of
Osmanli Turkish. (The intermediate form may have been TT. *biisre).

78. Word-formation. The oldest method of forming new words from
old seems to have been by way of vowel mutations according to the
grades o/e/zero (section 23). When certain primitive adverbs had
come to be attached to their verbs in the form of prefixes they gave
new derived verbs, perfective in value, and also the nouns of agent or
action akin to those verbs (section 74). The power to compose new
verbs on this model persists, but nouns of the type OB. splogi
‘consort’ siiborii ‘assembly’ have become petrified because of the loss of
the verbal sense of the original verbal noun. Verbs are also formed by
means of suffixes. The most important are those used to form the
conjugations (section 48), and they sometimes differ in the two stems
involved in each conjugation. There remain to be considered those
suffixes which form, or once formed, derived nouns and adjectives,
When derived from verbs by means of suffixes they are sometimes
called deverbatives; when from nouns, denominatives. Most of them
are thematic, i.c. involving the vowels o/, but some give i-stems, and
the feminine suffix -d/jd@ was of the greatest importance. Suffixes
which form nouns are distinct from those which form adjectives.
Among the latter the participles form a clearly defined group, and
another is composed of the diminutive and augmentative suffixes,
which also express affection or contempt.

The following paragraphs give the principal noun and adjective
suffixes (many of them compound) of Old Bulgarian, together with
examples of their use. Not all of them are simple suffixes, e.g. -inika <
-in-ik-, -istvo, -Istvije, etc.; nor were all of them ‘active’ in Old
Bulgarian.

-a: rabi “slave’—raba ‘female slave'

gybnoti ‘perish’—paguba ‘destruction’

-afi (from Latin through Germanic): ryba "fish"—rybari
‘fisherman’

-atid: krilo ‘wing'—krilatid ‘winged’

-iji: fara “colour'—faridlji ‘painter’

-eli: kysmoti ‘grow sour’—kyseli ‘sour’

-éli: kopati *bathe’—kapéli ‘bath’
peko s¢ 'l worry' (lit. ‘bake myself')—pedali ‘worry’

-emil: zelije "herb’—zelemi ‘green’



COMMON SLAVONIC AND OLD BULGARIAN 167
-éne: slovéne "Slavs’ )
zemla ‘land’—zemlane ‘countryfolk’ ( <*-lé-)
-émi: dréve ‘wood'—drévémi ‘wooden’
kofa ‘leather'—kofami
-edi: grabiti ‘rob’—grabefi ‘robbery’
-¢: osilit “ass’—osilg “young ass’
-ica: bogorodica *Mother of God' (roditi "bear')
vratari “doorkeeper’—vratarica "female doorkeeper’
&rmi “black’—frmica ‘nun’
-thii : uéeni "learned’—udentka ‘pupil, disciple’
-ina: globoki ‘deep’'—globina ‘depths’
maslo ‘oil'—maslina ‘olive-tree’ -
~inil: grafdaninid ‘citizen' (from grafdane; see -jane)
vojevoda ‘duke’—vojevodini ‘pertaining to the duke’
golobi "dove’—golobinit *pertaining to a dove’
-tite [ <*-isfe/-isko found in other languages):
pozorit ‘show'—pozorifte ‘theatre’
&iti 'live'—Zilifte *dwelling-place’ (based on [-participle)
-tftf ( <*-itjo-): robi "slave’—robifti “young slave’
-itid: masti ‘fat'—mastita ‘fatty’
plodit 'fruit’ (w-stem)—plodovitid ‘fruitful’
-fvii; strachi ‘fear'—strafivid “timid’
-izna: glava ‘head'—glavizna ‘chapter’

-i: medit *honey' (u-stem) *éd- ‘eat’—medvédi ‘bear’
tvoriti ‘create’—tvarf ‘creation, creature’ (a <*d)
studemil "cold’—studeni “coldness’

~iba: sluditi ‘serve’ (sluga “servant'}—slufiba ‘service'
alkati "hunger'—aléiba
drugii ‘friend"—drugiba ‘friendship’
-fci: tvoriti ‘create’—tvorici ‘creator’
slépa 'blind"—slépici *blind man’
gradi “city’—gradicl ‘small town'
*otad ‘father'—otiel "father’ (originally a diminutive)
(L. avis "sheep’)—ovica ‘sheep’
jaje “egg'—jajice ‘egg’
=ida: pravii ‘right—pravide ‘righteousness’.
-fja: bratni ‘brother’—bratrija ‘brothers, fraternity’
~ije: prositi ‘beg’, p.p.p. profeni—profenije ‘request’
Ziti ‘live'—Zitije ‘life’
sitdravid “healthy'—sidravife “health’
bexit zakona "without law'—bezakonije "lawlessness’
=iji: sodii ‘court’—sodiji ‘judge’; see section 62(d)
-fji: bogat *God'—besiji ‘God's'
~thit: tegosti ‘heaviness'—tedikid "heavy’
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-ilivid: obida ‘offense'—obidilivii ‘offensive’ (Serbocroat -ljiv
would indicate that the form was—il'rou)
~fli: svétii ‘light'—svétild ‘bright’
-inica: gréchi ‘sin’ gréfini ‘sinful’ (see -imil)—gréfinica ‘female
sinner’
tima 'darkness’—timinica ‘prison’
-initku: vrata ‘door’'—vratiniki ‘doorkeeper’
-t bratri *brother’—bratrisi ‘brother’s’
doma *at home'—domafii ‘domestic’
nyné ‘now'—nyméfini ‘present’
-imil: véra “faith’—véring ‘faithful’
nedogil “illness' —nedosini ill’
prijeti ‘accept’, p.p.p. prijgti—prijeting ‘acceptable,
agreeable’
-ishil: fema *woman'—dgeniskd “womanly’
slovéne ‘Slavs'—slovéniski *Slavonic’
-Istvije: césafl ‘emperor'—césafistvije ‘empire’
-Estvo; césafistvo "empire’
: bogi ' God'—bodistvo “divinity’
bagata ‘rich'—bogatistvo “wealth'
~ja: gospodi ‘master’—gospodda ( <*-dja) ‘mistress’
suchi *dry'—sufa ( <*-chja) ‘drought’ ;
-jane (probably analogical from forms like zemlane: see
-éne):
graddane “citizens' ( {*gordjane)
Rimi "Rome'—Rimlane ‘Romans’
-ji: voditi ‘lead’ —voddi ‘leader’ ( {*vodji)
strége 1 guard’ ( {*stergp)—strasi ‘guard’ ( *storgji)
proroki ‘prophet’—prorodf ‘prophet’s’
-k-: kamykid “stone’ (cf. kamy)
Jesyka “tongue’ (cf. OPr. fmsurwis)
biti "beat’—bidi ‘whip'
kléti ‘larder’, dim. kldtika
~lo ( <*-dlo): orati “plough’—ralo ‘plough’ ( <*ordlo)
-lo: grebo '1 row'—grebla ‘oar’
-lit: krogi "circle’—kroghi ‘round’
(cf. dalit, p.p.a., “having given')
-ni: dati 'to give'—dani "tribute’
-nil: solf “salt'—sland 'salty’ ( <*solmi)
(cf. p.p.p. dami ‘given’)
-oba: zili ‘evil'—ziloba
-okil: vysoki ‘high', cf. vyfe ‘higher’ from *oys-je
-osfi: nagik “naked'—nagosti ‘nakedness’
bupl “crazy'—bujesti ‘craziness'
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-ota: topli ‘warm' (from top-li, cf. topiti ‘to heat’)—toplota

‘warmth’
sujf ‘vain'—sujeta "vanity’
-ova: Avraami ‘' Abraham’— Avraamovi ‘Abraham's’
spasiteli ‘saviour'—spasitelevil ‘saviour's'
livd *lion'—IHvovi “of a lion’ (cf. Loov)
-ri: moknoti ‘get wet'—mokrd ‘wet'
-sli: jami ‘1 eat’ ( <*jad-mi)—jaski (pl.) ‘manger’ ( <*jad-sl)
~slo: disti ‘count’ ( <{*&t-t)—dislo ‘number’ ( {*éit-slo)
mazati ‘smear'—maslo ‘oil’ ( <*maz-slo)
-l péti ‘sing'—pésni 'song’

-§ini: see -inf

-taji: orati *plough’—rataji *ploughman’ ( <{*ertaji)

~teli: pisati *write'—pisatel ‘writer’

- prijati *favour’—prijateli *friend’

~ti: mréti *die’ (* <mer-)—simrti ‘death’
mazati ‘smear’—masti ‘salve’ ( <*maz-ti)
stradati “suffer'—strasti ‘passion’ ( <*strad-ti)

-to: peti “stretch’ (from *pen-)—poto ‘fetter’ (from *pon-)
(cf. p.p.p. in -ti)

-i: grméfi “to thunder'—gromi ‘thunder’

-tikii: sladdi ‘sweetness' | <*slad-ji)—sladiki ‘sweet’; strictly
speaking this is an old u-stem, cf. L. saldis, with suffix
~k-: sladi-ki)
naceti “begin’, p.p.p. nadeti—nadetiki 'beginning’
peta “fifth'—petika ‘Friday'

-y: plodi *fruit’—neplody ‘barren woman’
lubii *dear’—luby “love’

-yhi: rabi ‘slave’—rabysi ‘female slave’. [Soft s on analogy
of oblique cases based on -yn-ja; see section 6z(d))].

-znl: Fiti ‘live’—$izni ‘life’
boléti *be ill'—bolézni ‘iliness’
bajati s¢ ‘fear"—bojazni ‘fear’

A few foreign suffixes have been borrowed embedded in the words
they formed in the original tongue, such as Germ. -ung, T.- luk. Only
one has come into general use, viz. Lat. -arius (via Germanic), which
had definite cultural connotations, and referred to arts more highly
developed in the west. The common adjectival suffix -isko is found in
the same uses as Germ. -isch Eng. -ish, and may represent—though
not certainly—a Slavonic debt to Germanic. It provided a ready means
for transferring Greek words in -ioxos.

Some of the suffixes listed above were, as we have said, not active,
Le. they were no longer used freely to form new words, In all the
existing languages the principal weight is laid on suffixes formed from
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a primary suffix augmented by a thematic vowel, and still more upon
compounds of primary suffixes; R. -skij of adjectives, -stvo of abstracts,
-ushka of affectionate words, etc. The use of suffixes in Slavonic,
therefore, is seen to involve a transformation of the primitive system
which is just as radical as any of the other transformations making up
Slavonic historical grammar.

79. Changes of meaning. Vocabulary is augmented also by giving new
senses to old words. In this process certain habits of our minds are
involved, and they are generally independent of the evolutionary
development of sounds and forms. It will suffice to give a few ex-
amples, which may be multiplied at the reader's leisure. The meaning
may suffer a slight shift: R, vinogrdd “vine' /not “vineyard’, rot ‘'mouth’/
Cz. ret 'lip’. Often a particular term is generalized or a general term
particularized: R. dérevo ‘wood, tree’ is generalized from the meaning
‘oak’ or ‘pine', pifi ‘1 write’ means a particular way of making
scratches, OB. dobad ‘tree’ is generalized from the Slavonic term for
‘oak’, R. orél "eagle’ is particularized from the concept ‘bird’ (Gk. &pvis),
as being the bird par excellence. Such developments gain in interest
when they can be associated with some change in social outlook: OB.
baliji *doctor’ originally meant ‘sorcerer’ (bajats ‘utter spells’), cf. R.
vrad ‘doctor’ in association with vrdka “twaddle’; but R. lékar (Goth.
lekeis) implies a definite advance in medical science, and ddktor
implies status in an organized profession (not necessarily medical).
Because of a taboo the Slavs called the bear *honey-eater’ (R. medvéd’/
Ossetic ars Av. arefa Skr. rhsis Gk, &pwvos Lat. wrsus <®urcsos).
Petrified descriptions occur in R. dtrok ‘lad, infant’ ("not speaking’; cf.
Lat. infans and MGk. &hoyos “horse'’) and némec ‘German’ originally
‘foreigner’ (“the dumb person’). The use of abstract for concrete and
concrete for abstract is another resource of the vocabulary-maker,
and interesting new words arise also from petrified metaphors, as R,
liceprijdtic *partiality’ (*face-acceptance’),



Chapter V.
RUSSIAN

PROTO-RUSSIAN (TO ABOUT 1100)

8o. Russian characteristics. (See also section 16.) Russian may be
recognized by the occurrence together of the following eight character-
istics: (1) the accent is free and there are no fixed distinctions of
quantity or tone, (2) initial CSl. e- gives R. o- in some cases, (3) v is
preserved with something like its primitive value, except in Ruthenian,
(4) the jers cease to be vocalic in weak position and in strong position
give o/e, (5) the nasal vowels are denasalized (R. u/"a), (6) full-
vocalism: polnogldsie (CS1. ®tort >R. torot, etc)), (7) solution of the
palatal dentals (CSL. *f *d <*tj *dj give R. £ %, (8) occlusive g in North
and Standard Great Russian/fricative in South Great Russian, Ruth-
enian and White Russian (as also in Czechoslovak and Upper Wendish).

These features will be illustrated as they arise in the following
paragraphs. For the present it is to be noted that they existed in
Russian before records began to be made, though they reveal them-
selves somewhat tardily in written sources. The Slavonic community
began to disintegrate in the sixth century, and lost its identity of
speech by the ninth., Between the ninth and the opening of the
twelfth century Russian completed its formation as regards all its
leading characteristics; but it was not noted down until the first
chancery document appears, about 1130. The language of the chan-
ceries was removed from colloquial Russian of the time by certain
conventions proper to official Russo-Slavonic, but it was none the less
a living language of business, and not deliberately foreign in the
manner of Church Slavonic proper. Documents in Russian Church
Slavonic open with the Ostromir Codex of the Gospels (1056—57).
It is only by faults reflecting the local speech-habits that these works
give evidence of the Russian tongue of their writers, but such signs
grow more numerous as the centuries pass and Church Slavonic is
more Russianized. However, neither the religious nor the official
speech was meant to reflect accurately the characteristics of the
colloguial, and it is only by degrees that the eight criteria above given
are revealed in dated writings, though there can be no doubt that they
existed before records began.

This unrecorded era is Proto-Russian. We can know something of
it in the ninth century by reason of Scandinavian contacts, in the
tenth from the pages of Constantine Porphyrogenitus, who ruled from
912 to 959, and in the eleventh by inferences made from the earliest
liturgical works executed on Russian soil,
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81. The Varangians. According to the Povésf vremennych lét the
Varangians first established themselves in Russia in the year 6370=
A.D. 862. The name is that of the Waring tribe (ON. Veringjar
Gk. Pépayyer, possibly from ON. fem. pl. vdrar “pledge, troth’).
The Russian term is sapiir (ja <¢ <Germ. in(g)). Similarly OR. Cyxs
‘Bosporus’ from ON. Swed. sund ‘sound, strait’ (¥ <o <Germ. un)
shows that nasal vowels were still alive in ninth-century Russian. Had
they not then existed Germ. fn/un would not have been represented
as single vocalic sounds but as combinations of vowels and nasals, as
happens when they are borrowed in loanwords of Modern Russian.
By the middle of the tenth century (see section 82) the nasal vowels
had been denasalized in Russian. The invaders were also known as
Pyce (Gk. *Pés *Podoior Arab. Riis/Finnish Ruwotsi Estonian Rootsi
‘Sweden’). The word is of disputed origin. In Constantine Porphy-
rogenitus’ account 'Puwoori undoubtedly means ‘Swedish’, as do the
corresponding terms in Finnish. It may mean ‘ruddy’ or ‘rowers’ or
possibly be a place-name (Roper/Ropin in Upland). More adventurous
etymologies have been proposed from Iranian. As the Volga was
called the 'P&s and there are river-names like Orfa and as there were
ancient tribes of Roxolani and Aorsi in South Russian, an attempt has
been made to derive the word from Iranian ors/wors ‘white’ and
rukhs ‘light'. The first settlement of the invaders was at Aldegjuborg
(Old Ladoga), a name which seems to show that the metathesis of
Sl. al-/ol- at the beginning of words was not complete in the ninth
century. CE. ON. ellidi/R. aapwi “boat’.

The fullest account of the Varangian influence on Russian is in
V. Thomsen's The Relations between ancient Russia and Scandinavia
(Oxford, 18g1). Over ninety personal names of Scandinavian origin
are listed by the Russian chroniclers: Rurik Oskold/ Askold Dir Oleg
Olga Igof (ON. Ingvarr Gk. "lyywp) Rogrolod (ON. Ragnvaldr) etc.
They form a third part of Russian names, standing alongside the old
Slavonic compound names and others of Byzantine Christian origin,
whether Greek or Hebrew. Common nouns are fewer and refer to
specifically Viking objects which have mostly gone out of use:

OR. acicw/ners "box’ MR. smme,
rpuas ‘personal attendant', suyr.
‘whip’, mups ‘chest’, ayma “cloak’
ctars  "banner’, mmera “long-
ship’, muymfruuyns “steward,
manager’, sGeaunks  “officer’,
awope ‘anchor’, dial. wep6s *Aax-
bundle’, pwaa ‘bow-knot, cxnpa
“slice of bread'.

ON. askr OSwed. asker MSwed,
ask, ON. grid(madr), ON. kniitr
OSwed. knuter, OSwed. lar M-
Swed. ldr, ON. lodi, ON. sténg
OSwed. stang, ON. smekkja,
ON. pjénn OSwed. piun, ON,
embeetti OSwed. ambiti, Swed.
ankari, ON, kerf Swed. kdrfve,
Swed. ryga (Finnish rysd),
Swed. skifva,
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It will be noted that the Russian forms stand closer to Swedish than
to Old Norse. R. crya ‘chair’ has an initial s better explained by ON.
still Swed. stol than by Germ. Stwhl, though the vowel is more
German than Nordic. In Modern Russian Aums kuyT crya naps dxops
are current, along with fAGeaunk in the sense of "slanderer’. ;

OR. ¥Vrpu *Qgry= Hungari is additional evidence of the nasal
vowel in ninth-century Russian, at the time when the Magyars swept
across South Russia. (MR. séurpu is from P. Wegry.) It was also the
time of Magyar borrowing from Slavonic. They seem to have used
the Slavonic princely title of vojevoda, and the name Lebedias may
derive from néGeap “swan’. Other words are Hungarian rab ‘slave’
Jjdrom “yoke' borona "harrow’. From the Ossetic come various Magyar
terms for commerce, communications and war.

82. Constantine VII's description of Russia. This description was
executed in the middle of the tenth century, and it gives Greek
equivalents of place-names, with some personal names. The latter
are the less reliable, since they would be replaced by Old Bulgarian
equivalents. Thus Constantine's IpevBoothdPos=Ceatocaass 18 not
evidence for the existence of a nasal diphthong in the Russia of his
day; it is contradicted by the more veritable transcriptions of the
place-names, These include Nepoyapsa= Howweropoms (ON. Heélmgardr)
(Ejpidviowa= Cuoasnncks, Teholria=Td MolPrza?= Jlwbeus, Tzepwvi-
yoya="Uspunmos, Boverypabl= Bumeropogs, Kiklo)pa = Kuess=
ZopPards= 0N, Sandbakki-dss ‘sandbank-ridge’? ON. Kenugardr
(ON. kena ‘boat’), Brrerzipn= Burevens, cf. ON. Palteskja= lloaomwis,
The Emperor also recorded Russian tribal names, which sometimes
reveal features of interest in the common nouns on which they are
based: Kpipnravol/Kpiprrzol, Aavzovijvoy/Aevzevivor, Olitivel, AepPlevivor=
Bepprdvor (R. aépemo ‘wood'), ZepPior (an error, for Chsepame),
Apovyoufrroi (Ruth. pparomima="marsh’, cf. Dresden {*drefdfane <
*drezg-jane "people of the marshy woods').

More valuable still is the list of falls of the Dnieper, which is at the
same time our first list of common nouns in an authentically Russian
form. The Emperor distinguished between their Russian names
(ExhaPviorl) and the Scandinavian equivalents (*Pwaieri). According
to Russian traditions represented in the Povés! vremennych lét, the
subjects of the principality of Kiev recognized themselves as Russians
in the eleventh century, so that the Emperor's evidence is interesting
as coming before the fusion of the peoples. He sometimes confuses
the two languages, and his lists are not quite complete. Rearranged,
they give the following:
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Rapids Oid
Modern Names Constantine’s Names Swedish  Russo-Slavoric
1. {N) Ecgour (Sof eigi) He cLOR
] i Hall BbHEA

2 m Cippopal  "OorpoPouvimpay mfors OCTPO e
3. Zvonec(kij) lehanvBpl Gellandi  (asonéu)
4 Nemasytec(kif) 'Angép NeaoriT Aiforr HEACHITh
5. Folnmyy, Bapougpdpos Boulviympay Bdrufors pasHBHEN

Folminskiy Npirs
6, Tavolfanski Asdvm Bepolrzn Leande BB YN
7. Lifmy Ztpolwouv  Nampezn Strukum  Hanpran?

The Scandinavian name for the first fall is not given, but sof efgd
would serve to translate the Russian ‘sleep not'. Then follow “island
fall’, ‘yelling, roaring’, ‘ever violent’ (ON. eyforr), ‘wave fall’, laugh-
ing’ (ON. hlejandi; probably because of its stony bottom), "small
rapid’ (Swed. strukk ‘a small rapid which may be ascended with oars’,
sirdk, struk ON. strok stryk ‘a rapid current in a river, especially where
it is narrow’). The Slavonic name of the fourth fall is explained as
‘pelicans’ fall' (OR. wencmrs ‘pelican’), but it may be an error for
R. menaceruui ‘insatiable’. The last name is not readily explained.
Sobolevskij gives R. nanpsan OB. mapresd, without interpretation
(naprezi is found in the Ostromir Codex as 25. imper. of OB. maprefti
‘bend, strain’). Thomsen suggested S1. *bdrzi ‘quick’, with na ‘at, on".

When we consider the whole group of words preserved by Con-
stantine Porphyrogenitus, we are able to establish several features of
the Russian of about g4q. The nasal vowels had been denasalized
(Neaotyt/OB. nejesyti, Bepoirrgn/OB. virofti). At the end of words the
jers had ceased to be vocalic (Neastir, wpay) and also in the weakest
medial positions (Boulvn- OR. ssansaui). In other positions they are
represented by e/u (Bspolran=virudi, Bovlvn- covrn {uiln- sdpd,
Trpwmydya= igov). CS1. *f >R. £ appears in Bepotryn=mupym/
OB. virofti, and the pronunciation of fricative g (h) appears in wpay/
R. nopdr ‘rapid, fall'. The use of Old Bulgarian forms of words in
cultured conversation appears from ypab (R. ripoa) and mpay (R.
nopdr). R. u is heard as a mixed (front-back) vowel; generally with the
frontal element dominant (1 n), but with the back element developed
after a labial (ov : BovorypaBé). There is evidence also of full vocalism
in Aepfdevivol R. pepesanne/OB. dréve.

83. Russian Sources. Ostromir's Codex. The Greek treaties of Oleg
and Igof, recorded in the Povésf vremennych lét under the dates 911
and 945, would be of the highest importance for the history of the
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language were they not preserved in a manuscript no older than the
fourteenth century. It is not safe to make more than a limited use of
them. The vocabulary, at all events, may be noted. Both dates are
before the Christianizing of the Russians (988 ff.), so that the Greek
words in them are not due to the intervention of Church Slavonic; they
are, moreover, specimens of the language of diplomacy and affairs.
The princes still bore Scandinavian names, though they were to give
a Slavonic name (Sujatoslav) to the next ruler. They were in process
of adopting the Russian language for their state business, but must
have had an open mind in the matter of borrowing necessary terms
from without. The borrowing, had contact remained on this level of
business, might have been unlimited; it was probably due to scholar-
ship that so much of the Russian vocabulary remained Slavonic,
though often not Russian.

The Greek loans to these documents include untranslated words:
rpanoTa ‘document’ = ypdupara, emrrumin ‘penalty, penance’ =Emmpla,
woyiapa "skein’ = woupépa, aurpa ‘litre’ = Alrpa, xaprrun ‘documents’=
xapria, xaamuan ‘cloak’ =yhapds, nonara (fem.pl.) ‘palace’ =wahdmi(ov).
The method of translation is also employed: 1aasa in the sense of
‘chapter, article’ (kepddmov), asavewmis to denote the Byzantine
solidus (yplowes), possso in the sense of “a copy’ (Té loov).

In the last quarter of the eleventh century a number of large works
were executed in Kiev and Novgorod, all religious in character and
Church Slavonic in language. Among them were the famous Gospels
written by the priest Grigorij for Ostromir in 1056-57, the two
collections (Shorniki) associated with the name of Svjateslav (1073,
1076) and the Menologies (Minei) of 1096 and 10g7. The evidence of
these works must be taken later in discussing the separate histories of
Russian sounds, but something may be said of them jointly here. It is
not in the text but in the colophon that the scribe freed himself to
some extent from his inhibitions against the use of the vernacular, and
hence it is in the colophon to the Ostromir Codex that we find in the
words Beuoanmmpa Howbropoxh proof that the first full vocalism
(®tart >torot) had already taken place. In the text, however, there is
abundant evidence of the second full vocalism [®tirt > firit; see
section 88 (a)]: peawws =soak ‘wolf’, sepeno = sepnd ‘grain’, sepETO-
rpags = peprorpix ‘garden’, waaisa=wsonsd ‘rumour’. The confusion
of the two jers appears in asiib=aein “day’ and orgs/meis ‘having

s
The scribe uses for u and ja of whatever origin the Slavonic signs
for ¢ and u, ¢ and ja, and employs genitive forms like aeman [=0B.
sem(l)'¢]. The vocabulary of the Codex is highly Grecized, but that
feature belongs rather to developments in Old Bulgarian. The other
documents show slightly different scribal traditions.



176 RUSSIAN

84. Early Dialects. There is not much evidence for early dialect
differences in Russian. These could be expected to follow tribal lines,
and the most important tribes must have been the Krivi&f of the Nov-
gorod region, the Dregovidi in White Russia, the Poljane at Kiev, and
the Fjatici on the Oka, who correspond respectively to the modern
North Great Russians, White Russians, Ukrainians, and Muscovites.
The fricative g (h) of the Ukraine was attested by Constantine Porphy-
rogenitus in 949 (see section 82), but the phenomena called dkare
(weakening of atonic a o) jdkarie {kase (alteration of atonic ¢) continued
to pass unrecorded until Muscovite documents opened in the four-
teenth century. R. admams ‘horse’ (TT. alaga) may have been a term
from the language of the Vjati¢i, since it was brought from them by
Vladimir Monomach to Kiev in 1103. To standard R. £4 corresponds
Kievite £ MRuth. ¥ in gwwis MRuth. gom ‘rain’, WR. £ (which
appears as #d¢ in 1588): awwbouuws (1296), and £ in Novgorod
and Pskov, and probably also in Polock and Smolensk: xwwrs (1095).
The dialect of Novgorod was remarkable for its ddkane (& for ¢) and
cokarie (c for £): upeso “belly’ wabrs ‘Alower’ wonwas ‘end’ (10g5), and in
Pskov there was a further confusion of £/= §/s, which may be attested
from the fourteenth century. In Novgorod and Pskov [ took the place
of -vl-: npucraausats ‘appoint’ (1270), Apocaaan), and f took the place

- of # occasionally as in Modern North Great Russian (venosuxoms ‘to
the men’, 1355). To sum up, in the earliest period the language was
almost undifferentiated, but measured by the standard of Kiev,
Novgorod and the North-west showed some divergent tendencies.

The language of the Dregovidi is not to be considered in the forma-
tion of the Russian dialects. Though they occupied the White Russian
area, there is no sufficient evidence that their speech-habits directly
moulded the White Russian language. This arose during the Middle
Ages, partly through divergent tendencies within Russian itself, but
more particularly because of the close association between White
Russia and Poland, and the use of White Russian as a Polish chancery
idiom.

To a less extent the language of the Poljane of Kiev has similarly to
be discounted. The city was utterly destroyed in 1240, and the
Ruthenian or Little Russian language was built up in the places to
which the relics of this people retired, namely, in the principality of
Galicia and in the district of Volhynia. Here, in the gospels and
liturgical works of the fourteenth century, we see emerging slowly the
characteristic features of the Ruthenian dialect or language, such as
the reduction to 1 of #, ¢ and o in certain cases. The Kievite books show
chiefly Church Slavonic. Apart from that they are but slightly differ-
entiated from Common Russian. We have to attribute to Kiev, how-
ever, one feature of Modern Great Russian, i.c. the pronunciation of g
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in some cases as a voiced A, In Old Bulgarian g was an occlusive, but it
was fricative in Kiev as early as the tenth century. From this fact there
arose a clerical habit of reading Church Slavonic with a weak fricative
g (a voiced k). This pronunciation became appropriate for one or two
religious words: Gor-a [bay gen. bdha] ‘God’, roenéns ‘Lord’, and some-
times Gordrud “rich’ rocoomin ‘Mr.' Gaaro- “eu-". In Old Russian there
occurred spellings without g, as ocooas ocygaps/rocyiips “ruler’.
Except for very recent instances, where x appears, r is found for & in
foreign words and place-names: repdil Dékma Myan Misamafiokne rdpu
(hero, Hekla, Hull, Himalayas). In this use it is pronounced as an
occlusive. Neville Forbes had occasion to point out that I'yas repre-
sents Hull and not the neighbouring Goole.

There remain the North and East Russians, the Krivi&i and Fjatids,
With the extension of Novgorod’s trading interests the Krividi spread
eastwards to the north of the Fjatid, thus converting the distinction
into one of North and South. There was sufficient intercommunion
to keep these two branches together as Great Russian, with only
sporadic divergencies in the North-West dialects. Where they joined
along the Moskva and Kljaima, a mixed North-South dialect arose;
and at the point of convergence of all influences, though with a pre-
ponderance of the North in the literary tradition, lay Moscow.
Moscow gave to Great Russian the rule of the greatest common

agreement.
OLD RUSSIAN (1100-1500)
A. Souxps

85. Stress. Russian stresses are free to fall on any syllable of the
word, and can be shown to fall on any of the last seven (section 22),
though there are not many withdrawn past the fourth last place. They
vary within a declension or a paradigm. This mobility was also found
in the parent Indo-European language, and where comparison is
possible it appears that (apart from instances noted below and largely
due to de Saussure's law) the Russian stress fulls on the same place as
in the original tongue. Thus we may compare R. wena Gk. yw
‘woman, wife', R. cooxa Gk. wiés ‘daughter-in-law’, since the accent
on 4 final syllable in Greek is trustworthy, and has not been altered for
reasons of quantity. Other sources of confirmation are Bulgarian and
the fa-dialect of Serbocroat, in which the accent-shifts of Slovene and
fto- and kaj-Serbocroat have not taken place. One general cause of
accent-shift belongs to the Common Slavonic tradition, i.e. that
illustrated in part by Fortunatov or de Saussure’s ‘law’ that a final
unaccented syllable with rising tone draws to itself the stress from a
previous accented syllable with a falling long vowel or short vowel (see
section 22). This principle is exemplified by the infinitive ending -t1,
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the feminine suffix *-d (which is also that of neuter plurals), some
case-endings and the 1 sg. pres. indic. of verbs: R. necrit "bear’ noni
‘water’ aepena ‘trees’ mumy ‘T write’. Hence certain accent-shifts in
declension and conjugation, some of them analogical: soxa/AS.
woay népens < *dérve/nepena can ‘garden’, GS. cia /LS. cany minmy,/
NRIEE, ¢iC.

Some other general causes helped to modify the original accentua-
tion in Russian. It is probable that when final 4 f became still shorter
in the Middle Proto-Slavonic period they ceased to be substantial
enough to bear an accent: R. xon ‘motion’ < chodil/Gk. 686s. As this
occurs in the genitive plural of nouns it sometimes leads to a third
accentuation within the declension: ceerpi ‘sister’/NP. céerpu GP.
cectép (¢ always bears the stress in Russian). Analogy interferes on a
considerable scale, so that, for instance, both cecrpasn and céerpasu
occur, and there was formerly a NP. cecrpir. (Cf. L. sesus sésers seserg
seserimis). So also we have, by de Saussure's law, NS. seman/AS.
aémmo /NP, sésan/GP. seséan, Prepositions and the negative ne some-
times take the stress from a following word and sometimes shift it.
In colloguial Russian there is some fluctuation in this matter: né Gpaa/
ue 6pan’did not take’, w aumé/w 3wk ‘towards winter’ (the latter current
in the eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries). There are a con-
siderable number of words and expressions for which two different
accents are current: mucomd ‘high’ rayGoxé ‘deep’ anéxé ‘distant’
uywaia GS. of wysaa ‘need’ i aéey "out of the wood'. In neponén wac
(idiomatically equivalent to ‘1 shouldn’t be surprised if something
unpleasant happened’) we have preserved in a fixed phrase an accentu-
ation which is both popular and archaic; in other parallel cases the
opposition is between literary and colloquial only: citags ‘strong’
woporor ‘short’ (the forms with initial stress being literary). The
accent frequently shifts from numerals: na Tpr ‘into three’, etc.

In these fluctuations there is sometimes seen a difference in usage
between North and South Great Russian, and the latter does not, for
the most part, transfer the accent to a preposition. In-a few cases
difference of accentuation is used to express difference of meaning:
GoapmoR  ‘great’/Goasumf  ‘greater’, uymmni ‘wonderful’ fayarén
‘strange’, éme “yet'/emd ‘still, moreover’, wécruuit “honest’/sectnén
‘noble’. Not all of these refinements are admitted in the literary
tongue. It may be added, as an encouragement to students, that
Russians themselves frequently appear uncertain as to the correct
accentuation of the less common words and forms; and one may regret
that ordinary print does not employ some simple system (such as that
of Spanish) to indicate the fall of stress. Accents are used in print to
avoid ambiguity; e.g. aopora ‘road’ /nopora “dear’, créur “costs’ /crour
‘stands’, nérom ‘with sweat'/norés ‘then’.
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The principal historic feature of Russian stress has been its increase
in intensity, especially in the original East Russian area of the Vjatidi.
This is not revealed in the spelling, which fails to mark stress, but it
can be seen in its consequences. The increase of the importance of the
stressed syllable diminished the distinctions existing in other syllables,
both as to length and to tone. No Russian developments are due to the
original length of unstressed syllables, nor, apart from the tort-
formula and one dialect feature (a new acute o resulting from metatony
giving uo: e.g. dial. me'dyf) is there any trace of tone. Great and
White Russian, unlike Ruthenian, did not even share the West
Slavonic tendency to lengthen the vowel of a syllable that had become
final through loss of a jer (lengthening by compensation).

It is not that quantity and intonation have ceased to be important
for Russian. On the contrary the increase of stress has increased
distinctions of pitch and length in stressed syllables, and the fact that
these elements are not constituents of single words leaves them free
for use throughout the sentence. Russian sentences are distributed
among four types according to their tonal patterns, corresponding to
assertions, questions, questions and statements with some implication
(including commands), and requests. Apart from these formalized
patterns there are also the variations of tone and length which express
emotion of any kind. In short, the loss of tone and length as structural
elements in each word has proved to be an economy of resources in
the language, so that they can be applied to other purposes elsewhere.®

The Russian word is organized by its principal stress, thus: In the
first syllable there is a copious use of the breath stream, so that,
whether accented or unaccented, it is relatively clear and tense.
Relaxed syllables follow, but the pretonic (immediately before the
main stress) shows a distinct rise in tone and increase of clarity. The
tonic syllable is the longest, clearest and highest in pitch; as a rule,
that is, and when not pronounced with any special intention which
may cause the pitch to drop. From the stressed syllable there is a
continual drop. The posttonic stands relatively high in the scale, but
is much lower than the pretonic in Russian, and can be treated as low,
not medium. 1f the descent continues through two or more syllables
followed by a final syllable, that final may show a slight secondary
accent, with increase of clarity: uesoséseckoré ‘human’ (GSM.)
seestinoernpeimesy ‘all-merciful’ DSM.). The distinction between
low, medium and high tone and stress may be brought out by numbers
denoting increase of intensity: roaéeyusa ‘little head’ (2311), rénony
‘head’ (ASF.) (311); #it cropony ‘to the side' (3111), cropoua ‘side’

*On types of Russian intonation see 5. C. Boyanus, A4 Manual of Ruisian
Promunciation (London, 1935), pp. 49-80, and for examples consult 5. C.
Boyanus and N. B. Jopson, Spoken Russian {London, 1939}
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(123), where 1 represents the lowest tone and stress, and 3 the highest.
The relative unimportance of the posttonic is well exemplified by
these figures.

These distinctions are influential in the phenomena known as
dkarie jdkane ikare, which are characteristic of original East Russian,
now South Great Russian, and of the Moscow dialect, as opposed to
the dkasie of North Great Russian. As the Northern dialects prevailed
among educated circles, even in Moscow, during the Middle Ages and
the early part of the modern period, Russian spelling is marked by
dkatte, and is discrepant from the standard pronunciation. In un-
accented syllables the vowels are somewhat relaxed. In the North,
however, the relaxation is not such as to affect their timbre, so that
o unstressed is still recognizably o; the more intense stress of the
dialect of the Vjatiéi attacked the timbre of unaccented vowels, and
in particular caused o to be pronounced like @ under certain conditions.
The vowels affected are o a e along with their soft forms (jo) ja je.
In the stressed syllable in standard Russian o a e are pronounced [2]
[a] [e before hard consonants/e before soft consonants]. In the pre-
tonic, o a fall together in a sound like @, though it is somewhat relaxed.
All other syllables are low in stress and tone, and the relaxation is such
that both vowels become [3). Unstressed ¢ and pretonic ja are pro-
nounced [ji]; posttonic ja is [jo]. Between soft consonants ‘o 'a are
pronounced [6 ®] under the stress, [6] representing something like the
sound sometimes heard in Fr. mote bonne, and not unlike that in Eng.
nut bun, [#] more or less like the vowel in Eng. sat. Though this
pronunciation is recommended by S. C. Boyanus (op. c.), not all
speakers narrow e before soft consonants, and unstressed e is frequently
pronounced [e], especially when final.

The evidence for the early existence of dkane will be given later
(section 86). The examples are late in making their appearance simply
because Moscow documents open late. There is nothing to forbid
the idea that dkase was one of the primitive features of Russian
dialects. In the same way, the occurrence of dkasde in White Russian
does not lend itself to early documentation, though it may have been
old. The original foci of Russian civilization both belonged to dkare
regions, namely Great Novgorod in the land of the Krividi, and Kiev
in that of the Poljane.

One other feature of Russian accentuation is the varied treatment
of the tort-groups [see section 29 (a) and section 88 (a)]. The diph-
thong ®or was long, and was resolved in Russian into two short
syllables oro. The result was to divide the accentuation ™ : — for a
falling tone, and —: + for a rising tone. As tones are converted into
stresses in Russian it follows that the original falling long diphthong
gives a stress on the first syllable in Russian, and the original rising
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long diphthong gives a stress on the second syllable in Russian:
e1drt Stdrot, *tért >torét. Examples have been give in section 29
a and b).
{_ 86. Oral Vowels. A. R. hard a/soft n. Between palatals the soft
stressed vowel has the value 4 [&], as in i ‘uncle’ nars ‘five’.
Otherwise, when stressed, the sound is that of a relatively open a with
a palatal on-glide. The survival of this pronunciation requires a
comment. The Slavonic languages distribute all sounds between two
orders, back and front. In this instance there should be a regular
opposition of a/d. It appears sporadically in Old Russian manuscripts
and in certain modern dialects, and the natural trend would be from
d to ¢, as in Czech. In Glagolitic documents OB. ja/é were not dis-
tinguished, and were represented by one sign, of which the Cyrillic
transcription is & It is not easy to interpret this feature. The use of a
special sign for ja in pure Cyrillic documents may be due to 2 dialectal
divergence, or it may be due to a reaction towards a sound recogniz-
ably associated (e.g. in the declensions) with hard a. The Ostromir
codex, which is in Cyrillic, uses ja not ¢ as a feminine and neuter end-
ing. This illustrates the Russian conservation of the a-timbre, which
is shared with Polish and South Slavonic (apart perhaps from some
Old Bulgarian), as opposed to Czech and Glagolitic: R. aymi “soul’
poan “will’ (so in Ostromir’s codex) P. dusza wola/Cz. dule semé ‘land’
Glagolitic OB. duf# zem(l)é. It should be mentioned here that the
a resulting from ¢ after palatals is by some believed originally to have
resulted phonetically only before hard consonants (e.g. *hés- > nom.
Zasii ‘time’/loc. *&#sé), the generalization of a being the result of
analogy. This would explain the survival of ¢ in certain Polish words,

Old Russian manuscripts show that usage was still fluctuating,
since e ¢ ja (or a after certain palatal consonants) are seen to exchange:
wuean/knnan (gen.) ‘prince’ 1478, wecexsn/vackxw (loc.) ‘times' 1478,
nesucrion/uemmerne ‘uncleanness’ ¢. 1310, Kocrpoun/Kocrposrs (loc.),
cepana same/cepane ‘heart’, nuna non/moe ‘my name’. The substitution
of ja for e/é is particularly common in documents from Galicia-
Volhynia. In respect of neut. -fje (xypormamenss ‘cock-crow’ 1266)
this has led to MRuth. -nnja -lja: xawinnn ‘stone-heap’ necizai/peciaé
“marriage’. Those north-western dialects which confuse é/¢ make ja
into e between palatals (NWR. pef/standard R. [pet] nars “five), and
the same is true of the western dialects of Ruthenian, in Galicia. In
these dialects e is found for n between palatals. In others there has
been a further closing of the vowel to Ruth. i. Examples have been
noted in Dobrilo’s Gospels (1164), but are not so clear of doubt as to
be fully probatory.

Maessisnns ‘nephew’ /naesenndi “tribal' shows the influence of
naéun ‘tribe’. For ipose ‘except’ nocae ‘after’ there are the equivalents



182 RUSSIAN

oxpoma onocwi, of, OP. kromiz Ruth. nican. OR. nemet /MR, seanad
‘it is impossible’ shows the correct dative construction in Old Russian,
and in Modern Russian -4 from a formerly unstressed ending.

In a few cases a is pronounced like & : eii “of her’ (now spelt e€) and
certain verbs such as masc. Tpiic/fem. tpacaa ‘shook’:: méc/mecad
‘bore’.

O. R. o, Ruth. o i. Russian o is found in both accented and un-
accented syllables in North Great Russian. This kind of pronunciation
is called dkasie. Among the dkasie centres are found the very important
citics of Great Novgorod, Jaroslavl,” Vladimir, Suzdal, NiZnij
Novgorod (Gorkij), and also the capitals of the South, notably Kiev.
It follows that this dialect had an immense cultural preponderance in
the medizval period, and imposed its orthography upon all others.
But in the original East Russian of the Vjati&, now South Great
Russian, o is reduced in unaccented syllables to [a] and [2], as shown
in section 85, and this is associated with modifications of ja and e
(e.g- € >ja). The whole process, but particularly the pronunciation of
unstressed o as a, is here referred to as dkarte. Now, dkare may be
combined with other South Great Russian characteristics or with
North Great Russian elements. In the first case it serves to define the
South Great Russian dialects, whose northern frontier is a vast arc
from Gzatsk to Rjazan, and thence via Atkarsk to the line of the
Volga between Kamydin and Stalingrad (Caricyn). The central
dialects are those which combine dkase with northern peculiarities,
and they include the cities of Kalinin (Tver) and Moscow. It is in
comparatively recent times that the dkade of Moscow has imposed
itself as the cultured usage in despite of the dkasie of official classes in
that city. This pronunciation is reflected in the English Muscovy/
Moscow. It should be noted that in a few foreign words unstressed o is
pronounced [0], e.g. in nodr ‘poet’ [pzft]. Many people pronounce
paauo ‘radio’ [ridia].

Documentary evidence for dkarie is late, but begins with the first
records from the Moscow chancery in the fourteenth century. In view
of the official dkasie even there, these examples must be considered
evidence of a firmly-established colloquial usage, which may have
been of quite ancient date. Examples are: anyerboomm /opyerbnnmm
*depopulated’ 1339, and the ultracorrections (o for a) rondurs “talent’,
npegaorawTs/npegaarawoTs ‘ofter’ 1393. In the fifteenth century these
confusions are quite common: na/no, macae/nocae ‘after’ (unstressed
prepositions) narasiil/noransf ‘pagan’ (Lat. pagamus). Hence, in
Modern Russian, adcwon ‘amiable’/ChSLOB. laskavi Ruth. adckan,
dwox ‘gadfly’ /P. owad. The CSl. prefix *orz- should give OB. raz-
R. roz-. Many examples of raz- in Russian are undoubtedly due to
Church Slavonic influence, but it is hard so to account for the almost
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complete absence of roz-, which is of the rarest occurrence: péagux
rest' poawcer ‘inquest’ pocnmes ‘list’, all with ¢ under stress. It is
difficult to see in patGima ‘work’ saps ‘dawn’ words of literary origin
(ChSl. zarja/zorja P. zorza Cz. zofe S. zéra Ruth. sopa, which is
also found in North Great Russian dialects). There are other cases of
the alternation a/o: yrpe ‘morning’ OR. sayrpor ‘breakfast’/MR.
saprpar, naimar ‘he buys' (frequently pronounced nadrur), naawtd
‘overcoat’ (Fr, paletot)/colloquial pl. pdlty. These are examples show-
ing the working of dkasie as much in ancient as in modern times.

- After the fall of Kiev in 1240 the principal literary centre of South
Russian was Galicia with Volhynia, in contact with Polish and Slovak
areas. It was here that some of the leading peculiarities of Ruthenian
began to appear in thirteenth-century documents, and among them
the modification of 0 e to i in certain cases and of € to 7 universally.
In Ruthenian, as in Polish and Czechoslovak, 0 ¢ were lengthened by
way of compensation for the loss of a final jer, piving new long vowels
i €. These vowels developed into diphthongs (ue/de), which, becoming
single vowels again, naturally resulted in narrower vowels than their
originals (u/i). So Cz. kid ‘horse'/OB. koi P. mdj “my’ (with d=
[u])/OB. moji. The development & >u is found in wogbows/dat. pl.
-omi ‘to the Jews' 1266, yuyryss ‘to the grandchildren' gpyam. /R,
apouy ‘thrush'. It is a feature of northern Ruthenian dialects and of the
neighbouring South White Russian. The general line of development
in Ruthenian, however, was apparently:

a >ue >ud ue yui il >¢ Ruth. i wic "nose’ {nosid/gen. ndea.
€ rie Ty ‘f Ruth. 1 : ciu '_Bevcn',-"n:éunn ‘seventh’.
or i Ruth. i: rpéGine ‘comb’/gen. rpéGein.

The spelling with 7 is used, for instance, in Smal-Stockyj's Ruthe-
nische Grammatik after consonants capable of softening (n [t d 5 5 &)
ciu/rpédine. The official Soviet orthography for the Ukraine, however,
uses 1 only for [ji] at the beginning of the word or after a vowel.
So it does not distinguish between nic 'nose’ <mosé and mic ‘bore’
< mes(la, -

The development occurred also where a jer was lost within the
word: Ruth. aisro ‘bed’/R. atwme. In the initial syllable ®uo > ®*vuo- >
Ruth. vi-: Ruth. nin ‘he’ pinug ‘sheep’/R. on osna. Ruth. soni ‘she’
is due to analogy.

Substitution of u for o occurs in R. mypasén ‘ant'/OB. mraviil
P. mrdwka, sypanas ‘crane’/P.2draw and a handful of other words.

In a few cases initial o- prefixes a v: R. nécess “cight’/OB. osmi,
deTpifl/néerpiait “sharp’, nor ‘behold’ /P. oto. The same thing occurs
universally in the Czech of Prague: vokno ‘window'/literary okno,
von/on ‘he', etc.
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A characteristic of many Russian speakers is their labialization of o
(and also of a). Before they pronounce the vowel their lips rapidly
pass through the position for u; the result is a sort of w between the
consonant and vowel which is particularly noticeable after labials,
though not restricted to them. Thus R. mémer ‘can’ [m™5#at], nom
‘house’ [d"am], 6o na (names of letters) [b™e p™e], 06 smom ‘about
this’ [ab™étam].

E. R. & (disused since 191%), e & a o, Ruth. e ¢ i . R. » was
introduced in the seventeenth century to denote e without palatal
on-glide. It has been in general use only since the nineteenth century,
when its function was to represent foreign ¢ in French, German and
other western loanwords: dx0 ‘echo’ nodr ‘poet’ arima “mgis’ swpan
“fire-screen’ swadir ‘scaffold’ spurépnor ‘archduke’. As a genuine
Slavonic survival this sound is restricted to an epideictic e-(cf. Gk. et
‘there’. Lat. equidem): dror ‘this’ swom ‘such’ srak ‘thus’, and the
exclamations: afl, sx. Ruth. e also lacks palatal on-glide, but this is
due to the hardening of previous consonants (a 1 p u) and in the older
state of the language the e was asin Great Russian. In standard Russian
unstressed ¢ is pronounced like unstressed u, i.e. [1], and if preceded by
a “hardened’ consonant undergoes the same change as u to u; e.g.
crpamiue (‘page’, locative), pronounced [. . . tsi]. When stressed it is
pronounced after *hardened’ consonants like »: uentp ‘centre’ [tséntr].
E is also pronounced » in a great many modern borrowings; e.g.
otéas ‘hotel’.

OB. #/e were probably distinguished as [=]/[¢], since the former
could pass into ja, but the latter could not. In Modern Bulgarian the
(pre-1945) % is e or ea (ja) in the eastern dialects according to circum-
stances, but e remains steadily e. Now, it seems doubtful whether these
distinctions of quality held good even for the oldest Russian, since
confusion of the two letters occurs both in the North and in the South
from the twelfth century. It was especially true of the Novgorod
region that these sounds tended to be indistinguishable: cemene/chuens
‘seed’ Tecunit [Thenuft ‘narrow’ 1157, wophue/kopene ‘root’ mwach/uike
‘who’ 1157, all from Novgorod. In 1073 there occur senenne/ whxbune
‘knowledge’, nows [aome (VS.) ‘O house’. In documents from Galicia-
Volhynia the confusion is also found, though rarely as % for e, since
there was a secondary difference of quantity involved: sa mecrb and
ua where/ua wherk are found in 1164. From this it is clear that the
quality of the two vowels must have been almost indistinguishable,
though there was a difference which appears in their mutations. R. e
may become & but R. 4 cannot, except for a few analogical cases:
chaad ‘saddle’ pl. cham. Before a single letter € came to be used for
them both, the lexicon had consecrated a number of etymologically
wrong spellings; cEuitpa/OR. chwupa ‘axe’ (cf. Lat, securis), as if from
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cbus ‘hack’, swha/OR. amen awen ‘snake’, spémn/OR. vréme “time’,
etc. In a few instances R. ja answers to OB. & R. npsmo *straight’ /OB.
prémo ‘against’, adj. suffix R. -nunuit/OB. -émid. The first divergence
may be due to alternating forms pré-/pre-mo-, the sccond to the
analogy of similar adjectives in -an-, as womanuil “leather’.

The Russian discrimination between the two sounds, valid in full
only for the Proto-Russian period, was probably between a diphthong
[ie] and a palatalized monophthong ['c].

Initially CSL ®e > R. o: onin "one’ daepo ‘lake’ oadns ‘stag’/S. jédan
Jézero jélen. This may have occurred at first only when initial ¢ was
followed by a non-palatal consonant. The development is not without
parallels in other Slavonic languages, but its general validity is a
leading characteristic of Russian, and when it fails to appear the cause
may lie in some analogy. ON. Helgi Helpa became R. Oaér Oasra,
which shows that this mutation was still active in the ninth century.
Similarly Gk. ‘Edvn > Oanéna. It may be that there were doublets o/e-
as far back as the Common Slavonic period, and that Russian genera-
lized o where other languages generalized je-. In Modern Bulgarian
there are found the doublets dire/éfte “still’ and edvd/dial. ddvaj
*scarcely’.

While there was still a distinction of some sort between + and e,
but the latter, whatever its origin (OB. ¢ or i), had come to represent
one sound (that is, certainly in the twelfth century, and possibly in the
eleventh), stressed € began to be dispalatalized before a hard consonant
and to take a sound like o: Gaamows | Gaamons “blessed” s (GP.) "of
women'. The instance sonorkea [ueaoséra (GS.) ‘man’s’, recorded in
1073, may be due to other causes; but it is clear that the modern
requirement that the e should be stressed did not apply in the begin-
nings of the movement; cwriskoss “we shall say" erosimows (DP.)
‘standing’ are also twelfth-century examples. Instances of this trend
are quoted from Polikarp’s Gospels (1307), which come from the
South-West; but it is possible they should be discounted as due to
White Russian influence: wopnuit ‘black’ mwvoro (GS.) “of nothing’.
The change was operative also in White Russian. In Polish there is a
similar development from e to o, but under different conditions. It is
there effected by certain following hard consonants, and does not
depend on stress.

To account for the modern standard usage which restricts this
change to stressed syllables is not easy. A plausible explanation is that
which takes account of dkase. In the Moscow dialect, as we have seen
(section 85), 0 and ¢ are quite distinct in stressed syllables, but in
unstressed syllables both are modified. There are instances in which
the change occurs before soft consonants, but these are to be explained
by analogy: necire : @ necir ‘you bear /he bears’, vérn ; : Téria ‘aunt’, etc.
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On the other hand there are many instances of the permanence of ¢.
The most substantial class is that of Church Slavonic words: néto
‘sky” aes ‘lion’/J/1és or Jlen ‘Leo’. Personal names vary: [Térp Oaiéna
Oaéna Opéer. The negative prefix ne- remains constant. The consonant
before ¢ was originally soft; the hard consonant following might be
the originally soft % m, but not m n 4, of which only the last is now
deemed soft (see section gg). Hence: orén ‘father' neus ‘cook’ aem
‘bream’/maguns ‘goest’ nag@s ‘murrain’. Before it the change is prob-
ably due to analogy: Gosswdn ‘pig’/cam-rperéit<‘self and two others’
(bath from -ijf). There are sporadic instances to the contrary: satés
‘revolt’/rémn ‘mother-in-law’ (the former probably under the in-
fluence of Church Slavonic, the latter possibly on the analogy of
méria ‘aunt’). Further, loss of 7 led to consonant-groups in which the
first cansonant remained soft long enough to prevent this modification
of e: pepx [ OR. supuxs (by second full-vocalism) sépsxs ‘top’. Where
the orthography used before 1917 showed ¢ in place of the etymolo-
gical &, there was no change: Tpeck ‘crack’ Gaeck *gleam’ néxoraa ‘there
is no time'. No cause can be assigned for the preservation of ¢ in
weer ‘pole’ pétows ‘rags’/P. wiothd “frail’.

The dialects of North Russia are, of course, liable to be influenced
by the standard usage, but they belong to the region of dkare, so that
the above account does not apply to their own historical conditions.
They show some peculiaritics. The o-sound appears in unaccented
syllables, and in final syllables. At Olonec one hears fond ‘woman’
plemjdnnicok ‘nephew’ folovék ‘man’ &go “his' séstrd 'sister’ polé “field’,
An accent-shift in the ‘second person plural of verbs has led to
doublets: esté ‘are’ spité “sleep’ chotité “wish' /esté spité chotité. There
is a similar shift in White Russian: steiéé/cronre ‘stand’. Here also
dkane rules, In addition to o, thirteenth-century documents from the
South-West show a further development ju (w0 /se 1266 saynue
‘eating’). In Ruthenian o occurs chiefly after palatals: wosonik “man’
uord ‘of what' woripn ‘four’ méstui “yellow' /undro ‘him', without
restriction to the stressed syllable. The cases are too sporadic to
constitute a rule.

There remains the development of & >i (f) in Ruthenian, which
begins to appear in documents from Galicia-Volhynia in the twelfth
century. It is paralleled by Cz.5. § in Cz. vira 5. vira <véra: Ruth.
eipa "faith’. C5l. ¢ was a long vowel. C5l. ¢ was lengthened in this
dialect when a syllable became closed by a consonant owing to the loss
of jer. We have seen that the same applied to o, and the principle of
compensatory lengthening is held in common with West Slavonic.
This medizval ¢ tended to become a diphthong fe and then to close
to #, but with an on-glide which is preserved mitially, after vowels,
and after consonants capable of softening. Fuunccn[h-untuqr
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examples are: wwumnea [whrhine ‘knowing' cungbuse [cobabune “testi-
mony' 1307, with n for MRuth. i.

Soviet orthography, as already explained, only uses the sign 1
initially and after vowels: Ruth. i'xatu ‘travel’, n66poi (gen.sg.fem.)
‘good’ <EWSL. dobrojé/OB. dobraje, Tino (Smal-Stockyj's rino)
‘body’ {télo.

U. R. y. The Russian sound also arises from C5l. ¢ (section 87).
When stressed between soft consonants it represents a sound between
u and closed o for which the phonetic symbol is [ii]: moam [ld'd1], ete.
(This is not the German 4.) In similar circumstances a & also suffer
modification [je& j&], as already explained.

¥ I. B. uu WR. ui Ruth. un. The retention of the mixed front-back
vowel [#] is characteristic of Great Russian, White Russian and Polish.
Its soft companion was [i]. The distance between [i] and [1] was not so
great as to prohibit all confusion: menocmikna 1097 /RenocTiaiMbR
‘incomprehensible’, Tuemm 1266/ racava, uuwk /nime ‘now’. The
vibrant r has had a tendency to harden itself and the following vowel:
pukatn/purare  ‘bellow’, puramn/purars ‘belch’, wopucrs/wopsicrs
‘profit’. Russian has created a new group of postpalatals (k § k), with
consequent change from y to i: Kuesw/Kien, wurata ‘screech’
(13th cent.)/wikate, '

In the Galicia-Volhynia dialect the letters u/u ceased to represent
distinct sounds, and their confusion began as early as the twelfth
century: morsGufl/nornGuft ‘ruined’ npocuTn/npocwrn ‘beg’ 1164;
cwsn/cuns ‘son’ occurs somewhat later. The two sounds approxi-
mated on a middle value which is described by some authors as a very
close [e], but is quite like the [1] of Eng. milk. Only the one letter is
required in Modern Ruthenian. To mark the difference of this sound
from [i] the letter y is used in transcriptions of Ruthenian.

In standard Russian  is also pronounced [1] when unstressed.
When preceded by the prepositions or prefixes n and ¢ the resultant
pronunciation (noted in the spelling in the case of compounds) is u:
cianiona ‘anew’ <c(s)+wa—, # Hramm ‘in ltaly' [vitd . ..]. After
‘hardened’ consonants the pronunciation of both stressed and un-
stressed n is 1 nunk “zing' [tsink],

FJers. As explained in section 27, CSL d/f occurred in strong and
weak positions. In the latter case they ceased to be vowels in Russian
at a very early epoch. The hard jer (1) served to show that the prece-
ding consonant had its normal value. As in this function it was otiose,
it was discarded in the 1917 spelling-reform. It remained, however, in
words where a hard consonant occurs before a soft vowel, so that there
is a sort of glottal stop between them; in this case an apostrophe may
be used instead of ®:¢'wairs ‘eat up’. The soft jer () is still used to
denote soft yuality in the previous consonant. In the 2nd personal
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ending - the jer is merely traditional, and does not soften §, which
has hardened during the development of Modern Russian; so also the
Jer in pows ‘rye’ and some other words. In words like Gsét "he strikes’
the jer serves to show an intrinsic softness of the b apart from the
softness of the vowel following; to some observers it seems to be

pronounced like a very brief i: [b'Ij5t]. h

In strong position the jers became o/e respectively, and follow all
subsequent developments of these vowels in Russian. Ruth. o e <d i
are not liable to compensatory lengthening; hence instr. sg. -om <-i@mi,

In the middle of the tenth century the jers in final position had
weakened so much as to be unperceived by the informants of Constan-
tine Porphyrogenitus; in some medial positions, as we have seen,
they seem still to have been sounded. From Russian sources it is
possible to attest full vowels for semivowels in the first half of the
twelfth century: sphseness ‘with time' na nefecexs ‘in the heavens'
wponorodnsan ‘sanguifluous’. The examples drawn from the second
half of the twelfth century are too numerous to admit of mistake or
analogy: neprions/uepruse ‘church’ casgors/cmmes ‘sweet' 1157,
nenepea (neospea “from the first” cumeprs/craubpre ‘death’ Becs /Boos
‘all’ naors/navre flesh’ 1164. These examples.are drawn from North
and South Russia. After r, and more rarely [, the vowel obtained may
be 1 in West and South Russia, but not in the North or East: spunaps
*bloody’ 1588/ kpondimait.

It was the practice to read the internal jers of Church Slavonic
liturgical books as o/e respectively, and this has led to the retention of
these vowels in many words where the jer occurred in weak position.
Loss of the jer in the combination ji has led to the creation of descen-
ding diphthongs in Russian where there were two syllables in Common
Slavonic: CSLOB. maji/R. mofi. In White Russian and Ruthenian
descending diphthongs of the other order have resulted from the
vocalization of [ and v as & (WR. §). Thus the Russian dialects are
distinguished from Common Slavonic and Old Bulgarian by the
possession of new diphthongs, which are, in Great Russian, in
practically every case, due to the loss of the jers. Moreover, loss of
Jjers within words upset the balance of Common Slavonic, which had
established an almost exact alternation of vowels and consonants. New
consonant-groups arose, and required a considerable effort of adjust-
ment which will be studied later (see section g7). At the end of words
the loss of jer left consonants final. That was never the case in Common
Slavonic or Old Bulgarian, save for some proclitic prepositions, and it
brought into play a new principle of unveicing all final voiced con-
sonants (see section g6). It follows that the jers, though their own
history is brief in Russian, have proved to be a leading ‘cause of
readjustment over the whole language,
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Secondary jers arose in Russian when the loss of final jers would
have resulted in final consonant-groups which the spirit of the
language did not then permit. The resultant (so-called) fill-vowel in
Modern Russian is an o or an ¢ which appears and vanishes like the
vowels resulting from original jers. In such cases an o is inserted (i)
between a guttural and [ n r, (ii) between 5 = and kg, elsewhere the
fill-vowel is e. Thus: oréus ‘fire’ GS. orwit (OB. ogf); mocok, GP.
of nocki ‘board’ (OB. GP. diskd); cecrép, GP. of cecrpa “sister’ (OB.
GP. sestrii). There is of course much scope here for analogy.

In one case an original ¢ has been treated analogically as a jer; this
is the word a@q ‘ice’, G. aega/OB. leda. -

87. Denasalization. CSl. o/¢ R. y/n. This process was carried
through in the first half of the tenth century, as already noted (sections
81, 8z). In the ninth century OSwed. ankari ‘anchor’ sund “haven’
gave R. ®¢kos *sod (with nasal vowels), which have evolved to awopn
Cyas, and similarly Lat. (H)ungari Gk. Ofyyaper corresponded to
ninth century. *Qgry >Vrpu. But Constantine represented by Neaofir
Bepolrrzn OR. nesicurs sepyun/OB. nejesytf virofti. His use of nasals in
certain proper names was due to identification with the same names in
the Balkans, where the nasal vowels lingered on. The Ostromir
Gospels (1056-57), though ostensibly copying Old Bulgarian, con-
stantly confuse o/u ¢/ja. Four signs existed to express two sounds.
Gradually two of the signs were eliminated, leaving y and n. The
sounds u ja thus derived have the same history as the oral vowels u ja.

88. (a) Tort. Full-vocalism (Polnogldsie). When r/l followed o/e
between consonants in Common Slavonic they are found with these
vowels on either side in Russian. The result is conventionally desig-
nated forof, and the accent falls on the first or second of these syllables
according to its original intonation (see section 85). This is called
primary full-vocalism, and is as old as our documentation. It is
attested by the colophon of the Ostromir Codex (Boaomwsnpa
Howbropoxk) in 1057, and in Svjatoslav's miscellanies of 1073 and
1076: noaokshnEs “prisoner’ sepenn ‘sores’ Gepesn ‘burden’. The fact
that Constantine records ypas mpay /ropoa ‘city’ nopér ‘rapid’ must be
discounted as due to the Slavicized vocabulary of the upper classes in
Kiev, and the same is true of spéwn ‘time’ and the many other
examples in Modern Russian of words which do not conform to this
rule of full-vocalism. Examples of the rule are: répoj “town’ ropix
‘pea’ réaoe “voice’ roaond ‘head’ comtma ‘straw’ tepérs ‘rub’ smeaesi
‘gland’. Russian loanwords to Finnish do not show full-vocalism, but
forms corresponding to *tort: Finnish palttina ‘linen’ talkkuna ‘Aour
prepared with hot water' odriting ‘distaff’/R. noaotndé toaokni
Beperené. These contacts date from the sixth century; they seem to
imply that the r// was more than normally resonant since it leads to
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doubling the following consonant, so that the pronunciation may have
been approximately *forgt *tellt, from which sonants the later vowels
may have developed.

R. moaort ‘milk’ <*melko/Cz. mléko and other instances show that
*telt “»tolot must be regarded as the normal Russian development, due
to the depalatalizing effect of velar [ (*telt >*tolt >tolot). Instead of
-ele folo- there sometimes appears -elo-: wendim ndg:-plm helmet'/
maen ‘helmet’ (from OB.).

(b) Ort. Words in this series are divided according to their vowel
(o/a), but in either case they suffer metathesis of the liquid r/l. To
account for the different treatment of vowel is difficult. It seems to
depend on intonation, but as tone becomes evident only under stress,
the proof depends on amassing enough examples of stressed initial
syllables of this type, and to do so is possible only for ®ort- and ®olt-;
even so it involves some conjectures and some discrepancies. The most
probable account is that a rising tone on this syllable gave R. la- ra-,
and a falling tone ro- lo-, while re- Je- result from ®ert-/elt-. Examples
of rising tones are: pano 'hoe’ L. drklas ‘plough’, parai ‘farmer’
L. arii: ‘plough’, naus ‘deer’ L. dlné, aawomunt ‘dainty’ L. dlksti ‘to
hunger' /amsirh, pasa ‘shrine’ Lat. arca. Falling tones: aoans aasd
‘boat’ S. lidja advors ‘elbow’ L. alkiné 5. likat, nonn “last year' cf.
Lat. olli <*olnei, posuun ‘level’ OPr, arwis ‘true’, pocr ‘growth’ pocrin/
pacti ‘grow’, poa/pan- <*rz-. Some variations in the last series may be
due to Church Slavonic influence, but not all. An example of *elt-
(with ¢ in the second syllable replacing unstressed n) is aé6ens ‘swan'
< ®elbendi/olbondi- > S. labid,

Apart from some unaccountable instances we thus find that C5L
*frt/drt- appears in Russian as rof-/raf-. To explain the vowel,
Vondrik assumes a difference of time; namely, he supposes that
before the emergence of Sl. o there was a BSl. a which gave ®drt- >
rat-; when Sl o had developed, then CSl. ®drt- > R. rot-. This
metathesis was still under way up to the ninth century, as is witnessed
by the alternations OB. aldiji ‘boat’ ON. ellidi (probably borrowed in
Russia)/R. aopsd, ON. Aldegja/Ladoga, Lat. arca/R. pina *shrine’,
B. aawire/aanosmaft ‘dainty’. It is a very bold step to remove the
rat-metathesis 1500 or 2000 years, into a Balto-Slavonic period. The
explanation assumes we know the value of the common Balto-
Slavonic vowel; but we cannot. The hypothesis advanced in section 24
is that 1E. ®a ®o gave B5l. *4, from which all divergent developments™
are readily understood (Baltic 0=5l. a, Baltic a=SI. o). Further, the
explanation is independent of tone, which is the only certainty we are
within measure of possessing about this matter. We may suggest
alternatively the following: *frt- and ®drt- are necessarily long
syllables because of the liquid diphthong; but after metathesis the
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syllable would only be long if the vowel itself were long. Now in
Common Slavonic a: o :: long : short. After metathesis, the rising
tone may have preserved the length of the vowel for a while (as it does
in the Czech trdt <tdrt) thus giving rat-; the falling tone allowed the
vowel to be shortened (as Cz. trat <tért). In due course distinctions of
quantity disappeared from Russian, and so here remained only a
distinction in the quality of the vowel. _

(¢) Tirt. Secondary full-vocalism. The same vocalic resonance after
r/l is found in manuscripts from the eleventh to the fourteenth
centuries when preceded by /b, These spellings correspond to
sonant 7// between consonants in Old Bulgarian, there represented in
writing by ri lii rf lf. In Russian, as in Common Slavonic, there was no
sonant, but only an extra-short vowel before the liquid, making with it
a diphthong before a following consonant. With the generation of a
fugitive vowel after the liquid there arose in Russian the forms
tiirat tirit talit tilit. These are very frequently recorded in the text of
the Ostromir Codex (1056—57); MBIEBa ‘TumOUT’ MEPEKHATH ‘Erow
dark’ seawcs ‘woll’ sepsno ‘grain’. Sometimes the second vowel is
represented by an apostrophe (ssp'xy ‘on top’); sometimes the liquid is
not flanked on both sides by the same vowel (sspsrorpaxs ‘garden’).
Often there are vacillations: mpsTEs/MpsTes/Mepbras ‘dead’. In this
way a fugitive vowel was reintroduced into Russian at the same time
as the Common Slavonic jers were either being vocalized as o/e or
eliminated. These secondary full-vocalisms were also resolved. A
tendency to treat them like forof was manifest in the fourteenth
century: woswombn ‘lightning’ 1344, tesomsuyome ‘indebted’ 1370.
This result is found in a few instances in Modern Russian: eroad6,
ctonb ‘pillar’ Gepesud /Gpemid ‘beam, balk’ nécomons ‘following the
sun’ /commme ‘sun’ sepissa ‘cord’/OB. vrof cymepeunuit ‘crepuscular’/
cymeprn ‘dusk’. That, however, is the exceptional solution. The
normal development is that the first vowel becomes o/e and the
second may affect the quality of the consonant. The hard jer is no
more than the sign of a normal consonant, and so disappears without
trace. The soft jer palatalized the consonant for a while, and s0
impeded the passage of  to & before it; finally the consonant assimilated
to the next following. So OR. mupssuft ‘first’ became péfuyj, where
soft 7 impeded the development of # under the accent, and then
pérvyj népmuan (pronounced [perv-] by some). An exception is found
in wipuuf ‘black’ {uepemm,

Outside Russian territory this tendency had some success in Poland
and Upper Lusatia. P. wiersch "top’ has a soft # due to an intrusive
soft jer; cf. also OP. cerekew/cirekew “church’.

WR. sumammi ‘lightning' shows dkase (-ala- for -olo-) and WR.
cwapéTia *fatal’ shows ja for e (jdkanie) and hardening of r (ro for ré.)



192 RUSSIAN

8g. Initial Vowels. There are a few cases of loss of vowels in initial
position: Ruth. wiri ‘have’ rpimn ‘play’/R. wmétt. nrpars, Ruth. me
‘yet'/R. emg. The prefix iz- was liable to be confused with z-, and
hence also with s-. In Modern Ruthenian = iz i a0 are interchange-
able. For initial o-/je- see section 86 E.

go. Final Vowels. Loss of final vowels is more frequent, especially in
connection with j. Thus in the adjectival and demonstrative decleasion
-ji becomes -j, -jé becomes -j, -ju becomes -j, after the vowels of the
adjectival or pronominal stem: GSF. aétpon ( {-0fé) DLSF. noGpon
(-<-oji), 1SF. aoopont ( <-gju). The process of change cannot be
traced, but was probably complete in the fourteenth century. Medizval
manuscripts have no #, and their u represents both ¢ and j. Reduction
of -ffe is found in menén ‘brighter’ and other comparatives. The
reflexive -cn is reduced to -cs after a vowel, except in certain participial
and imperative forms, s166u to uro6 ‘in order that', védé to meas “but,
why, after all', and final -0 is lost in Ty "where' sor non “lo’. Hixe
‘necessary’ represents an older na 106k,

gi. Contraction and Assimilation of Vowels. The Russian language
on the whole resists contraction of dissimilar vowels in hiatus, but
there are instances of such in the dkarne region of the North, where
igrdt ‘he plays’ momi (DSM.) mové (AGSM.) “to my, of my’ corres-
pond to urpact moemy Mocerd.

There appears to be assimilation in the word canérs ‘sit’/OB.
sédéti. The i in the Russian root is probably due to the 1 in the present
tense endings (OB. sédifi séditi). Ruthenian presents the same
phenomenon (cnaiti), so that the 7 is not to be explained as due to the
phonetic representation of the reduced vowel. Another instance
perhaps due to a following stressed i is aura “child’/pl. aéru (OB. déte
pl. déti). Sachmatov accounted for qumi as due to the influence of
anrima ‘lad’ (now spelt aemima), cf. Ruth. urmina auri. Other
examples of this sort of assimilation are suinen ‘little finger' (CSL
*mésinici), cawriips/cuerips ‘bullfinch’ (Ruth. cniryp Cz. sméhyf),
wirin ‘orator’ (OB. vétii).

In Baagiamup (-wips ‘world')/OR. Boaoausep (with ¢ for ¢), £ has
been replaced by § by popular etymology. -mérid (cf. Gk. -ueopos)
meant ‘glorious in the possession of (e.g. ‘power’, vlad-). Cf. the
place-name ilurdmuup (siro ‘corn’).

gz. Velars and Postpalatals. (a) Palatalization of % r x. In sections
36—38 we saw that successive palatalizations of k g ch into palatal
affricates and dental fricatives and affricates left them only in contact
with hard vowels in Common Slavonic. The hard vowels are normally
back vowels, but Sl. y is a mixed (back-front) vowel [i], akin both to u
and to i, and represented by all early scripts as a combination of the
two (uf, @i, etc.). It is somewhat variable. The u- element comes out
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strongly after a labial consonant in Russian, giving rise to an almost
perceptible diphthong. After a velar consonant (k g ch) the i-element
must have become more and more evident in Old Russian, at least
from the beginning of the twelfth century. No new letters were
involved. The combinations ky gy chy gave way to ki §i chi (wn a0 xu).

The earliest examples of this change are dymusu/funiky (APM.)
‘palms’ cwicusn /sikymi (1P.) “such’, both of 1073. These examples
are somewhat isolated. In the first half of the twelfth century the
postpalatals k ¢ ch were established in South Russia; neGecherinm
‘heavenly’ 1144, cewnpa ‘axe 1164, peamsun ‘great’ 1220. In the
Novgorod region the date of their establishment was somewhat later,
at the end of the twelfth century, and the West Russian evidence
(from Smolensk) is also somewhat later than that of the South. Puzri
‘of Riga’ asrmmeckiws (DP.) ‘Latin’ wuarmom ‘princesses’ (Smolensk
1220), npasasmn “festivals’ Pusscinms (1S.) ‘Roman’ (Novgorod
1282). For a period the two pronunciations ky gy chy/ki gi chi
were concurrent: 5% Kuesh ‘in Kiev' sumers ‘cries like a cuckoo'.
In the Moscow region nocemscrums (DP.) ‘of messengers’ Cusano-
spcicum ‘Simanov's’ are examples found in documents of 144753
There are some relics of the old velar pronunciation in dialects of
today. The softened pronunciation showed some tendency to spread
to other combinations, as to Au in kops/kyp ‘cock’ 1357 and to ka in
pescan /neian (NFS.) ‘every’ 1405; and there are similar substitutions
of soft for hard velars in modern dialects. Phonetic changes tend to
develop beyond their original causes. The postpalatals & £ approach
the middle palate where the most backward varicties of ¢ d (f d)
are pronounced, and so lead to interchange (as in the Macedo-
Bulgarian dialects): Osaéren for Ovddkja Eudocia’, OR. Mwpram,/
Tedprun dial. dndel cf. Cz. andél/anrea *angel’.

The emergence of soft k ¢ ch has had an important effect upon the
Russian declension. There remained in Russian- from Common
Slavonic the difference between the two orders of vowels: hard /soft.
The soft vowels demanded soft consonants before them, and the soft
consonants corresponding to hard k g ck had been determined by
the Slavonic palatalizations. But it is characteristic of linguistic
changes that their first motives are in time forgotten, and they remain
as anomalies. English and French ‘irregular’ verbs, for instance, are
for the most part verbs conjugated according to older, forgotten
principles, which now seem merely anomalous. Old Russian stems
ending in a velar presented the anomaly, as it then seemed, of an
unstable final consonant, no longer understood as a necessary form
taken by the velar in certain cases. The softening process gave a new
and more intelligible alternation: hard/soft:: k g ch/k § ch. These
new consonants therefore replaced the older palatals: OR. Tors ‘flow’
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LS. touk NP. roun/MR. vix-e -u, OR. Gorn ‘God’ Gosh Goan/MR.
Gor-e -u OR. ayxs ‘spirit’ aych ayeun/MR. ayx-e -u, OR. pysa "hand’
DLS. pyut GS.NAP. pysu/MR. pyr-a -¢ -u. The vocative singular,
however, in so far as it survives, is a form used outside the sentence,
and so independent of declension. It suffered the first Slavonic
palatalization, which remains in Béwe ‘O God' Orrue “O Father', and
was more widespread in Old Russian: OR. rose. The usage is now
archaic, save for the emotional use of Géme, and restricted to religious
expressions.

(b) Velar Fricatives. CSl. g has acquired a fricative pronunciation
(voiced [h] or [y]) in South Russia, White Russia, Upper Lusatia,
Slovakia and Bohemia. It is a characteristic which marks off an im-
portant area among the Slavonic tongues and cuts across their triple
division, though it must be observed that the link between these
languages is purely formal; the development may have been inde-
pendent in the various languages, and occurred e.g. in Czech after the
first written records. As remarked in section 84, a fricative pronuncia-
tion of g (voiced [h]) is found also in Great Russian in a few words
which are of a religious cast and have been affected by the Kievite
style of elocution. It has also, as there remarked, caused r to be used
for foreign A Though influenced by literary preferences, this sub-
stitution has not failed to produce really popular effects. Thus rocyaips
“ruler’ loses its initial by weakening of fricative [h], and then contracts
a8 an enclitic to cyaaps >y /ce: kake-cy Mk uapa se marbts? ‘How am
I not to pity the Tsar?’ (Avakkum, 17th cent.). Cf oayx ‘dolt’ for
érayx (the form of this word in Ruthenian) from rayxof ‘deaf”. In the
official documents of the Polish-Lithuanian court r was b, and to
reproduce occlusive g it was necessary to write xr: urau ‘when’. In
those which use Latin script A is normal though g is also found:
Hodovica 1371 Haliciensis 1375/mogilla “grave-mound’ 1378 Jurgi
1451. In Modern Rutherian a special letter has been invented to
denote the rarely occurring occlusive.

In the declension of pronouns and adjectives GSMN. -go appears
in conformity with Old Bulgarian orthography, and until 1917 the
spelling -ago was used if the ending was unstressed. But the normal
pronunciation is -ve. In some old forms of the language the pronuncia-
tion may have been -ho, as it is still in Olonec dialects in the North.
The fricative is as characteristic of the North as of the South in this
instance. Sachmatov's explanation starts from the pronominal
GS. -so (cf. *-5j0 in Gk. Tolo <*fasjo) found in OB. fise feso. Parallel
with this would be GS. *koso DS, *kosmu LS. *kosmi, of which the
latter developed into komu komi, leading to an analogical loss of 5 in
*koo, whence by intrusion of & to separate the syllables: koho. The
substitution of v for fricative g is found in North Russian dialects in
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other instances also: kovdd tovdd/worga rorga ‘when, then', vospodin
(Perrh) “sir’ /rocnomitn. The pronunciation -ve has been established in
the Moscow region since the fifteenth century: seamwono (GSM.)
‘great’ 1432. A form in v is also found, outside the Russian area, in
Cassubian. Some who do not care to begin with *-s0, but prefer to
explain -go as a particle, offer the sequence: -ogo >-oho >>-00 >>-ouo >
-ovo. A third theory connects the v with the suffix of possessive
adjéctives: -ov; a fourth explains it by assimilation and dissimilation:
ndvogo >nivove (assimilation), dorogdgo >dorogéve (dissimilation).
The matter remains obscure.

The fricative values [x y] are liable to occur when the velar occlu-
sive, after loss of jer, stands before another occlusive. The first occlusive
is relaxed into a fricative, voiced before a voiced consonant, voiceless
before a voiceless one. So it may be with ko “who’ rae ‘where’ rorga
‘there’, and normally is in aérsui ‘light’. In the declension of the latter
the [y is carried through by some speakers: indefinite aérox [I5yak]
comp. airue [léxé1). OB. mekikysi/R. warkun ‘soft’ is explained as
kk >yk >y-k (by analogy) in the indefinite form wirok. So too kéroTs
‘claw’ agroTs ‘pitch-tar’ may have fricative g from the gen.sing. -gt-.
The fricative pronunciation is attested from the fourteenth century:
XTO MAXKH 1307, MATKH/MAXKW 1354

The sound [y] also occurs in standard Russian when x is followed by
a voiced consonant (not a sonant), e.g. 266pux apyaén “of good friends’
[d5briy druzéj], and in the word Gyxraarep ‘bookkeeper’ borrowed
from the German [buystfir].

93. Dentals and Alveolars. T D, L R N. In section 3g it was shown
that these sounds probably existed in three varieties in Common
Slavonic, viz. hard or normal, soft before front vowels, and palatalized
by the semi-vowel j.* In Russian 4  took the place of *f *d before
our records open. Thus Constantine VII's Bepolran 949 corresponds
to OR. sepyn/OB. virgfti. Their history in Russian is among the
sibilants. CSl. soft *f *d *F persist in Great Russian, harden in
Ruthenian, and have usually become ¢ d% r (hard) in White Russian:
die ‘where’ dééiika ‘maiden’ éipér ‘now’ /R. rae néma venéps P. gdzie

*The terms ‘palatalized’ and ‘palatal’ are used in discussions of Slavonic
phonetics in a slightly different sense which should perhaps be pointed ocut.
There Russian ‘soft’ consonants are described as resulting from palatalization in
the sense of a certain tongue-position (described e.g. by Boyanus op. cit.). The
soft (*palatal’) consonants of Polish are formed with a slightly different tongue-

ition, Polish soft s for instance sounding very like German ch in ich [g].
roch (Slavische Phonetik) describes the soft consonants of Cazech as E
atal; in forming them the tongue assumes a position midway between that of
Russian and Polish. Thus Russian iie, Polish mie and Czech nf do not represent
identical sound-groups even if we assume the vowels to be identical; and the
difference, though not easily perceptible by foreign cars, is immediately apparent
to native speakers.
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dziewka. The development is modern. It is not found in the Lithuanian
Statute (1588) nor in any sixteenth-century documents that are free
from Polish influence.

The soft and palatalized varieties of I r # constitute the soft forms in
Russian. In the case of I, the hard form is not the normal alveolar of
Western Europe, but the hollow or ‘dark’ / something like that heard
in Eng. milk. This { tends to become a semivowel when it closes a
syllable, either at the end of the word or before another consonant;
and the semivocalic u tends to develop further into the consonant v,
and vice versa. The result is an oscillation #/u/v which is widespread in
MNorth, West, and South-West Russia, from the fourteenth century
at least. So in WR. byi ‘was’ déeiéyna 'girl’ ilecéla “flew away' the
letter i (§) is a semivowel, standing for older //v/u. Ruth. sonk *wolf’
séBra ‘wool’ mas ‘gave’ show { > 4 >u (pronounced #). The reverse
development v > >u is attested in medizval manuscripts: yTOPHUES
sropmnk ‘Tuesday' noyropoackoro 1282, y npangsuuks ‘on the festival’
1355 (Novgorod), ysycussuno ‘having tasted'/miyc 1 386 (Pskov),
yaaTu /manth ‘take’ y wopadas ‘into the boat’ 1 164 (Galicia-Volhynia).
Apart from Novgorod this phenomenon is rare in Great Russian
dialects, and it is only found in the North in those dialects which
confuse &/¢, and in the South in the case of initial v-: yaosa ‘widow’
yugx ‘grandson’ yeE ‘all’. R. aasrpa ‘tomorrow’ sémrpar ‘breakfast’/
¢rpo ‘morning’ show v for u. The interchange u/v is especially fre-
quent in Riev, with examples continuous from the thirteenth century,
and very rare in Moscow.

One property of the Russian r is to withdraw a following i from the
front [i] to the mixed [#] position; in other words, to harden # to ry:
wpima (IPN.) “with wings' 1219/OB. krily. This leads to vacillations:
rpub/rput ‘mushroom’, kpanka /spinka ‘pot’ (OB. krinica). There are
also corresponding vacillations between fa/ra, fu/ru and 7#/ro:
wpacts/kpicts (Novgorod) ‘steal’, Tpocrs/NGtR. rperoura ‘walking-
stick’, OR. pyusri /promuru “collapse’. The hardening of # is normal in
White Russian.

g4. Labials: P B V F M. The labials also formed a triple series in
Common Slavonic, which has been resolved in Russian as p p pl,
bbbl v ¢ vl, m s ml: noa ‘under’ kymim /synad ‘buy’ 266pun ‘good’
1663ects “valour’, sewan ‘land’, aomiTs /nonmb “catch’. As f was not a
Common Slavonic sound jt has not developed beyond a distinction
between hard and soft: f/f, though there is an analogical development
of the verb notpadurs ‘please’ /notpadaw (1S, pres.).

A Russian (and Modern Slavonic) f results from the unvoicing of
© which has become final by loss of final jer (see section 86). It is also
used to represent Gk. ¢ 8as § o, of which pair the latter has not been
used since 1917, and also Germ.Fr.Eng. f. It is unlikely that the
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Russians ever made the attempt to pronounce Gk. @ as an interdental
fricative, so that the retention of this letter in such words as Bomi
“Thomas' ©eoiims “Theophilus’ eeoxparin ‘theocracy’ (until 1917)
was merely due to orthographical conservatism. Examples of ¢ are:
guaccogmn = Gk. gidogogla duuitreas Germ. Fligel ‘wing’ (of a build-
ing) dynr = Germ. Pfund ‘pound’ gabdpa = Lat. flora ¢ypam = Fr.
fourrage *forage’. The sound [f] also arises through contact between ©
and a voiceless consonant: sropof ‘second’ [frardj] soé ‘all” [fSo].

In South-West Russia there was a general tendency to represent
Gk. ¢ 8 by the genuine Slavonic sound ch [x]: Hexrammman ‘of
MNaphtali’c. 1226, Xoma JDowi Xonops,/Dégop Xpoms/$aop (14th cent.).
This is still a feature of Modern Ruthenian. In North Russia there
was a tendency to reproduce chv as f (as in Modern Serbocroat and
Bulgarian), and to extend this process to ch: manadma 'Malachias’'
(14th cent.) dpuerodops ‘Christopher’ (c.1428). yeauena/yxsiuena
‘grasped’ 1588. In dialectalisms like ddbryf mojéf /n66pux moix we see
this confusion of ch/f affecting even indigenous words.

On the pronunciation of GSMN.-go as -vo see section gz (b).

95. Sibilants. R. ofs w/m u/(dz) u/(df) m/(#d¥), the forms in
brackets occurring for the most part as the result of assimilation to
voiced consonants. All the sibilants, apart from those representing
IE. s/%, have resulted from the softening of other consonants. Hard
consonants are normal consonants, and soft consonants are essentially
modifications of hard consonants. In process of time, therefore, the
sibilants came to be accepted not as modifications but as normal
consonants of their own kind, and so ‘hardened’, The process was
already at work in Old Bulgarian, and perhaps in Common Slavonic.
In Old Bulgarian there was the alternation hard s =/ soft § £, but all
other sibilants were soft: OB. F # ¢ d¢ & ¥{#d . It is not usual to
mark this softening in transcription since it is implied in the consonant
itself. Some of these have hardened in Russian: § # ¢ are hard, but £.
remains soft; u is a compound of i and so soft (many pronounce it as
a double soft ¥§); soft £ may still occur when the spelling has ax or
i or when # is followed by a soft consonant: gposoku [drdE':1] “yeast’,
wpire [2'd"1it'1] “wait'.

The surest evidence for the hardening of these consonants is the
appearance of y after them in place of the older . This occurs from
the beginning of the fourteenth century: canumum, ‘thou hearest’
1300, munora (gen.) ‘life’ 1389, Aaumu ‘tongues’ 1397. The letter & is
also hardened in some Modern Russian dialects and even in old
documents: phuu ‘speeches’ 1588. In standard Russian it is regarded
as soft. The use of w or b after sibilants and of hard vowels after 4 is
not a guide to their actual quality in present-day Russian, but is due
to conservative spelling and to the analogy of other declensional or
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conjugational forms. Thus codmmum [slifi] ‘thou hearest’ is pro-
nounced with hard consonants and vowels, and the first syllable of
sizo [&'dda] “child’ with soft ones. When s-+4-¢ come into contact in the
sentence or appear in compounds they develop to #, and do not take
the pronunciation [3:] which many speakers give to m : ¢ uéereo “with
honour' (§¢-). Bpompa ‘brochure’ is spelt thus because w is the
traditional way of transliterating French & (and German d); the pro-
nunciation is -my-, Compared with Russian f £, English sh 2k (e.g. in
leisure) are relatively soft.

The pronunciation #d¥ occurs for am with some speakers in
words like smeawirs ‘ride out’ (P. soyjesdfal; <®-zdj-); and in the
case of those who pronounce w as £ it may come by assimilation
to a following voiced consonant: memy Guaa [Ve'dz' bili] ‘the
thing was'.

It is in its wealth of sibilants that Common Slavonic differs
most markedly from Indo-European. By successive palatalizations
consonants of other orders, velars and dentals, have continued to
pass into the sibilants. As the modern sibilants have many origins,
it may be helpful if we list the Russian sibilants in relation to
their sources:

a (¢€): 1E. *k (k=) by first palatalization; CS1. *¢: rexy /resér *flow’,

*otiko(s)/dme ‘O father”.

CSL *tj *kf *gf, OB. §t: cpena <*svétja ‘candle’, nous ( <

*noktis) ‘night’, reun ‘Aow’ <*tekfi, mour ‘power’ <*magtis.
(d£): This voiced partner of £ has become £ in Russian; for £ see
above.

ut (#): (pronounced by many as a long soft §): IE. ®sk, by first

palatalization, CSl. ®sé' OB. $t: nmy {*isfo/uckirn “seek’
P. iszcz¢ OB. ity

CSl. *stj *ski >*#, OB. ft: pamy {®orstjo/pactims ‘grow’
OB. raito.

R. cu: cmiér “bill, account’ <sddfdfd.

OB. m/R. 4 in loanwords: sémm ‘relics’ soupuit ‘mighty’/
moubs ‘power’, momoms ‘help’ /mémoun (pl.) ‘braces’; the
strictly literary participles in -wmit : gecyumit “bearing’
S/moriuni ‘mighty’; nocemy /mocerirs “visit',

1 (c): IE. Proto-Sl. ®*k by second palatalization, CSL ¢: (a) orén

( <®otiko(s) >otici) ‘father’ onua <{*ovika ovica ‘sheep’, (b)
nend <*koing ‘price’ pywd OR.DLS. pyub NAP. pyun
‘hand’ (MR. pyré pyri); user ‘flower’ /Cz. kuvédt.

CSl. *f WR. ¢: WR. nalehdé/R. wazerirs ‘press’, cf. P,
infin. -¢.

(dz): This voiced partner of ¢ has become z in Russian, CSL. *d
WR. df : die ‘where'.
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w (£): Proto-51. ch by first palatalization: ayma ‘soul’/ayx ‘spirit’.

CSl. *5 > §: noménne ‘carrying’ /mocirs ‘carry’.

e (£): 1E. %g (*g™) *gh by first palatalization, CS1. *d# >#: 6or ‘god’/

Gise mory ‘can’ /mismets,

CS5l. *2f >4#: powy /voaitrs “‘convey’ (*vozjo).

CSl. *d OB. #d: wewi ‘boundary’ (*medja). OB, #d is borrowed
in méway ‘among’ manémna /mig@ma “hope’ and many other
words. In the Church Slavonic word wsanséune ‘expense’
the 4d represents £df <*zdZ, being formed from the prefix
iz-+root *dffv- ( {*giv-) Dfiv- “live’.

e (s): IE. ®s: cems ‘seven’ IE. *k by satem-palatalization: cro

‘hundred’.

Proto-Sl. ¢ch by second palatalization: ayx ‘spirit’ OR.LS.
ayeh NP. nyen

a (2): IE. *s before voiced consonants: rueans ‘nest’ <*nizdo <*mi-

sd- (form affected by analogy).

1E. *§ *§k by satem-palatalization: searit “convey’ (*wefh-).

IE.Proto-Sl. g, by second palatalization, CSl. dz: 6or ‘god’/
OR.LS. 6oik NP. Goan,

CSL. *gw: sseama ‘star’ /P. gwiazda.

It is by means of the sibilants that the oldest Russian dialect-
divisions are established. They are named by using the suffix -karie in
association with the characteristic mark. Thus White Russia is the
region of cékane and dzékane, that is, where CS1. *f ®d give ¢ d¢: WR.
dsen "day’ byvdé ‘be’, North Russian was distinct from South Russian
because of ddkase and cdkarie (see section 84), that is, the use of & for
¢ and of ¢ for £ noaesexs/wenonéx ‘man’ waps/uapes ‘tsar’. This
was a characteristic of the old Novgorod dialect, and there went
with it a tendency to substitute ¢ for ¢ in stressed syllables. In the
districts of Bielsk and Brzeé¢ the confusion of sibilants goes further.
It affects z/F /& 5c/¥: cayaby/caymby ‘service’ 1530. In modern
dialects zelézo and zémeug are heard for meaéso ‘iron’ wémuyr ‘pearl’.
A similar feature appears in Polish (Mazovian) dialects.

gb. Final Consonants. In principle there were no final consonants in
Common Slavonic or Old Bulgarian; every word ended in a vowel,
even though that vowel might be extra-short (jer). When the jers fell
away in Russian, consonants very frequently became final, and they
suffered one general law: final consonants, other than m n [ r, are
unvoiced. M n [ r are unvoiced in certain cases also, e.g. final after
a voiceless consonant: Tedrp ‘theatre’. By theunvoicing of v a Slavonic
f was acquired.

The jers were weakest in final position, and therefore most readily
confused. The hard jer was. however, a mark of normality in the
previous consonant; tk: tendency to be observed is that of the
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hardening of final consonants which were originally followed by i. The
soft quality of such consonants could be maintained best when there
were examples of it in more sheltered positions in a declension or
conjugation, as, for instance, xocts ‘bone’ by analogy with GDLS.
wécrn, etc. Lacking such support mt { # may change to m t » in final
position. The hardening of final m occurs in the instr.sg. -mi/R.
-ws : Gbrom ‘by God’, and the loc.instr.sg. of pronouns and adjectives:
LS. rom LS. tem of M. ror N. 7o ‘that’. The athematic 1 sg. -mi was
also affected: zaw ‘shall give' em ‘eat’. Similarly 3 sg. pl. -tf hardened
in Russian as in Old Bulgarian, but only fully after 1350: mecér he
bears’. Early instances are: crowts ‘costs’ ymopnts ‘they will kill' 1354.
This development is conciderably younger than the hardening of final
-m, which is amply exemplified in the Ostromir Codex (1056-57).
There are exceptions: OR. ecss ‘am’ MR. ecs ‘is’, cyrs (obsolescent)
‘are’, cemb ‘seven’ mocems ‘eight’ (which were originally i-stems, and
so analogous to wocts). They are found hardened in Ruthenian and
some White Russian dialects: cess oemn (Skorpina’s Bible), Ruth.
cim; micis [vi- for *(v)o- <®o-] must be analogical, though the oblique
forms have anomalously ocem-.

Final -# is hardened in gen.pl.fem. of some ja-stems: sewépun
‘vespers’ GP. newépen. Final b ¢ also tended to harden: sposs “blood’
(15th cent.), moGoss ‘love’ ueprows ‘church’ 1562. Ruth. awion uépros
roay6 ‘pigeon’.

Final -{ following another consonant drops in the -/ participle: yuep
“died’ uec 'bore’/ymepai wecnd P, umarl midsi; the same thing occurs
in colloquial Czech.

In several modern Great and White Russian dialects final -5t/
have been reduced to -5/5: mas pées fef stras/mocr "bridge’ néean “train’
wects ‘six’ cTpacts ‘passion’; the same feature is found in Modern
Bulgarian,

97. Simplification of Groups and Assimilation. Within the word the
loss of the jers had the effect of creating a great number of iew groups
of consonants in Old Russian, which have largely been simplified.

(i) Three-consonant groups are simplified by loss of the middle
term, and longer groups are similarly reduced; assimilation may
supervene. Examples are: /vt noaropa ‘one and a half’ (14th cent.),
ron Ghpuo 1317 Gepuo (14th cent.)/Gpesnd ‘beam’, sdn ropismo
‘cleverly’ 1356, sth uata ‘hut’ (14th cent.), sfg sra “path’ (cf. sfzja creas),
sisty ecroo ‘being' 1282 (jestistvo), plsk Tewos. Bépue ‘shin’ derives
from ®berdice < ®bedrice; cf. Geapd “hip'. Iepwarea ‘glove’ derives
from néper “finger’ by a similar reduction: »i> r&, Under this heading
may also be listed the frequent pronunciation of ¥ + consonant as m :
uto [§ta], wowéuno ‘of course’ [kanéna], etc. When the group occurred
at the beginning of the word, it might be the first consonant which
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was lost: wan ‘vat' (#an at Olonec) for diffaemi, craxan ‘drinking-
glass’ for distakani, xops ‘pole-cat’ P. tchdrs Cz. tchof for dichori,
népay ‘pepper’ for pipir-.

(ii) Double consonants were made single: Pycwofi ‘Russian’ for
Rusiskdfi. In medizval manuscripts when the same consonant ends
one word and begins the next, sometimes only one consonant is
written. The doublet -nn- is, however, favoured: otméunun ‘superior’,
In Ruthenian -mn- -ll- -ft- arise in part of the area as a result of
palatalization: scurra /word ‘life’ Gamcdunn/Giwane “wish’. It should
be noted that in Modern Russian double consonants are usually
pronounced double, i.e. lengthened as in Italian: orryma [at:ida]
‘thence’, etc. There are a few exceptions, such as p¥eckun [riskaj]
and some foreign words like wommccap [karhisdr]. In the words
roctitnan ‘drawing-room’ roctiunna ‘hotel’, on the other hand, a
double n is heard. =

(iii) The quality of the first consonant may become that of the
second: on musrauxs (GP. adj).) ‘of the fields’, vf sean mpanma ‘take’
1164, b npuckupsbens/npuckopue ‘affliction’ 1215, b mouse ‘love’
Fitv wapserno ‘kingdom’ 1307. In Modern Russian the distinction
between hard/soft is most thoroughly maintained by [: ciasumf
‘strong’ Goasnoh ‘sick’ Gommmdn ‘great’ /NGtR. bolfgj. With £ d # the
results are various: wécrumi ‘honourable’ GS. gua “of day’ cépaue
‘heart’ /cymBa ‘judgment’ csimba ‘wedding’ Tema ‘darkness’ ropurmi
‘bitter’ IP. mopesat ‘by people’ (cvanth 1354). S remains in micnuo
‘letter’ /OB. pismo “writing' socemint ‘eighth’, but § 4 are generally
hardened before hard consonants: GS. ocaid ‘of a donkey' aninme
‘building’. M n p b v are commonly hardened. It is very rare for this
kind of assimilation to be due to a previous consonant; instances are:
jsk razexbmenkyio Ask Cugomecwkan (14th cent), MRuth. -chxmit.
There are numerous cases where the modern spelling fails to indicate
softness, e.g. in the ¢ of aecrs, or indicates a non-existent softness,
e.g. in the ending -uuuait and the reflexive -cs;; of. Ruth. nican [pisla]
‘after’, etc. Many speakers pronounce cwoji ‘hither’ [sudd].

(iv) Assimilation by voicing or unvoicing: sd axk MR. agecs ‘here’
(and so also sb sg, though it may not so appear in the spelling), kd
rot ‘where’ whrxh ‘somewhere, fb cpapét DS./MR. nom. cedgsba
‘wedding’ 1354, bF mwuema, MR. miead ‘bee’ 1334, dk phrsa “rare’
1406 MR. péawa, deh sirxamit ‘stuffy’ (cf. ayx ‘breath’), sk yowom
(1B.) ‘narrow’ 1307/yaKui.

(v) Assimilation of point of articulation. The sibilants are either
alveolar or palatal, and they readily exchange to suit following con-
sonants: #sk Puarxun ‘of Riga' 1229, & wheemaan (MR. neméurun)
‘German’ 1284, sl mmmn ‘pour off, decant’ 1284/MR. caure. The
reflexive -sja assimilates to a preceding ¢ in Ruth. dial. mesgrua
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‘they hurry’ péGantua ‘they become’ etc. nerinnd ‘ham’ is supposed
to be from *setmuna from vefidch- ‘old’,

(vi) Prefixes set up the most noticeable opposition to assimilation,
though the tendency at first was for them to follow the general rule.
In od- for ot- the d was supported by the analogy of prefixes ending
in d (wax mon nepen), and it has sometimes been acknowledged by the’
orthography: oxs wksa ‘from eternity (cf. P.Cz.5. od). With regard to
bes- iz- ob- ras- vz- the reaction against losing their identity by
assimilation appears in the thirteenth century. The Ostromir Codex
(1056-57) has such forms as pesaxoune ‘unrighteousness’ (bes-z-). In
the thirteenth century the double consonants reappear: paccymgumn
‘arbitrate’ mccwnati ‘strew out’ 1354. When a conventional sign is
inserted between the prefix and the verb (packcanyrees ‘they will take
their seats’) the effect is more marked, and still more when the
original consonant is restored (pasewias “story'); but the latest orthog-
raphy has gone back to thirteenth century principles (pacckia).
Some examples of simplification remain, e.g. of 22 in pasenirs ‘gape’/
sen ‘jaws’. In vulgar speech there is a false simple verb zorif ‘ruin’
resulting from the spelling passopums for pasopirs.

98. Epenthesis and Dissimilation. In Russian, as in the other Slavonic
languages, the groups sr/zr are expanded to str/zdr: crpys ‘stream’/
Gk. piwo( <®sr-.) Berpérurs ‘meet’ derives from (v(d)z- >vs-+rét-).

The groups kt gd kk dissimilate in those words in which the first
occlusive becomes a fricative before the second occlusive: xm ‘who
wnxku ‘soft’ 1305)/MR. ¥10 re (sometimes pronounced [xto] [yde]).
Similarly affricates lose either the occlusive or the fricative element
to dissimilate from what follows: &t >dt wro (MR. wro, sometimes
pronounced [$to]) ‘what’ 1164, &f >t ayruumun ‘better’ (13th cent.)/
g,

Dissimilation at a distance occurs with f---[ r--=r: yaups ‘surplice’
1282/Gk. épdpiov, gen. demmapn (14th cent.) MR. denpims/Lat.
Februarius, veptmba ‘camel’/Cz. velbloud (ultimately the same word
as elephant), népenea ‘quail’ /Perth dial. pelepel.

Two sibilants in contact may be dissimilated by making the first j:
OR. Ghucrso ‘flight’ /*béfistve, WR. gen. sazaiua ‘youth's'/maladicd
R. smonomus; cf. P.gen. ojea <ofca ‘father’s’, whence nom. gjciec by
analogy.

Here may perhaps be mentioned the word Gamsopyruft ‘short-
sighted’, from a form Gmmao-soprnit influenced by pywa through
popular etymology.
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B. FORMS
(i) VERBS

99. Simplifying the Paradigm. What had been achieved in this way
by Common Slavonic has been described in section 47. Russian is the
Slavonic language which has carried the process of simplification
forward to its extreme lirhit. The dual number disappeared from
verbs, and subsequently from nouns. By relying on the perfective/
imperfective mechanism and by use of the compound past tense for
the simple, Russian eliminated the imperfect and aorist tenses. The
system of auxiliaries was simplified; some were eliminated and
another reduced to a fixed form. The reflexive particle lost its freedom
of place. The indefinite participles were confined to one or two forms,
which became gerundial, and with that change Russian did away with
the syntactical use of the participles where subordinate sentences are
now found. The West Slavonic languages have retained more of the
old auxiliaries, and the South Slavonic (apart from Slovene) have, like
the W51 Wendish, kept the old imperfect and aorist.

(a) Loss of the Dual. In the twelfth century the dual verb regularly
went with a dual subject or two subjects: Hukons w gpyrun 4spHeis
oremaocra ‘Nikon and the other monk departed’. The only difference
from Old Bulgarian was the failure to distinguish between 2D. -ta/
3D. -te. In documents of the thirteenth century plural verbs began to
make their appearance in such circumstances: Ta apa OGuaa 1exazn
‘they two had travelled’. From the middle of the fourteenth century
the use of the plural is so frequent as to assure us of the breakdown of
the verbal dual: ame Gyness rpy6o namcamn “if we (two authors) have
written crudely’ 1355, awh nruk nponaworeca ‘two birds are sold’,
m rotosama ‘they two made ready’ 1358. The dual has entirely
disappeared from the modern verb, save for a particle -sta ({jesta
‘ye two are’) in nomanyhcra [pazdlsta] ‘please, be so kind as to',
which is now classed among the adverbs.

(b) Lass of the imperfect and aorist. The imperfect was ot colloguial
Russian at any time within the embrace of our documents. It is
absent from the Russkaja Pravda, a work which makes much use of
the vernacular. In modern dialects there is no trace of the tense.

In Old Russian manuscripts the forms of the imperfect and aorist
are confused, and the aorist is used in imperfect contexts in such a
way as to show that it was losing its special virtue. It occurs, but
comparatively rarely, in treaties and letters of the thirteenth and
fourteenth centuries; an example is rpamora neana Guers ‘the docu-
ment was written' 1284. In the Russkaja Pravda the perfect appears
where the aorist is to be expected, and in Mstislav's deed (1130) there
are four perfects but not one aorist. Soon after the fourteenth century



204 RUSSIAN

this tense passed into disuse, and is now found only in fragmentary
relics. In the north-western dialect of the heroic ballads it is found:
OmicTs KuASL necea w pagocten ‘the prince was joyous and glad’. The
3 sg. ended in a vowel, and this is sometimes found with an added -j by
confusion with the imperative: on we snail/zna ‘he knew not’. The
exclamatory particle uy ‘hist!" has been explained as 28. aor. of futi
‘perceive’. The aorist is also no doubt reflected in the use of such
monosyllabic, undeclined forms as xa0n ‘banged’ npuwr ‘jumped’ (e.g.
7 B Hero Tpax Gewaccimumeom ‘1 blazed away at it with small shot’)
and possibly in the use of the imperative as a past tense (see section
104).

Apart from the vernacular disuse, Russo-Slavonic works bear
witness to the decay of the tense by the confusion of forms. Aor.
3P. -fa/Impf. 38. -§¢ 3P. -chu are used interchangeably. To the aor.
38. - (without personal ending) there is frequently added the -f of 35.
present. These vacillations are common in the fourteenth century,
especially in North Russia. In the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries
the tense had fallen into complete confusion, both as to number and to
person: wena we wommmaca (3P.) “the woman prayed’, mu ofpbroxs
{(15.) “we discovered'. Even educated folk using Russo-Slavonic were
unable to maintain control over a tense for which they had lost all
instinctive capacity.

(¢) Loss of auxiliaries. (i) Perfect Tense. The first and second persons
are determined by the conditions of the discourse, but the third
person embraces the universe. It is generally defined by means of a
noun or a demonstrative pronoun; and, that being so, there is the less
need for definition by flexion. The function of the auxiliary in the
compound perfect tense (participle -hi+ present tense of “to be') was
to bear this otiose personal ending. Even in the oldest Old Bulgarian
manuscripts the loss of the auxiliary with the third person is noted.

For the first or second person there was need of definition so long as
the genius of the language did not demand the use of the personal
pronoun: faxs ecub ‘T gave', cyauas ecme ‘1 judged’ 1284. (It will be
remembered that only the first and second persons have personal
pronouns of their own; the third person is a demonstrative.) In the
twelfth century personal pronouns rarely appear, and the personal
endings of the auxiliary contribute to the meaning. The pronouns,
when they are inserted, are emphatic or distinctive: ass rphumsnun
Oeopops - mammcaas ‘1, the sinner Theodore, have written'.
Increasing use of the pronouns before the verb went with decreasing
use of the auxiliary; #ss game pyrowo ceoewlo ‘1 have given with my own
hand' 1130, Mm samee Gparae (gen.) we ofughmn e rpabume ‘we
have not injured or despoiled your brethren’, Tu ero tomaps yanm
‘thou hast taken his goods’ ¢. 1300. On the other hand, full forms of
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the tense are found as late as the seventeenth century: aann ecym “we
have given’ 1567, wosenaza ecun ‘I (fem.) spent the night'.

(ii) Pluperfect. This was originally past of the perfect, and its
auxiliary was naturally the imperfect ‘was' (Gaxn). With the dis-
appearance of this tense the pluperfect could not be expressed thus.
First, the past of the auxiliary was expressed by the compound
perfect (Gums ecus), and then the auxiliary of the auxiliary decayed,
leaving only Gua to mark pluperfect time. From the end of the fifteenth
century this evolution is found complete, and it is the norm in the
sixteenth: nacagmae Guae Bors pall = Deus plantaverat paradisum
‘God had planted a garden’. In folk-tales and ballads suua-Gux (“there
lived once upon a time') is originally a pluperfect of remote time
maintained in popular use by the effective jingle. In colloguial Russian
there occurs a sort of pluperfect formed with the past tense of ‘to be’
and the past gerund, e.g. siamusmn 6uao (I) had had a drink or two'.
See also the special use of Guao (section 1o7).
~(iii) Conditional. The auxiliary bimi was quite unknown in Old
Russian. It was giving ground in Old Bulgarian to bychi (3 sg. by). In
Russian this auxiliary continued to be regularly inflected as late as the
fifteenth century, but the 3 sg. 6 came to be used as an invariable
conditional particle (sometimes abbreviated to 6) for all persons and
numbers. This idiom first makes its appearance in the thirteenth
century: ame Gu ®s Typh Guma ewma Guaw “if there had been strength
in Tyre’ 1215, ame Bore oreus pams Gu Guore, mobuan Gu ua 1ccre ‘if
God were your father, ye would have loved Me' 1354. In Skorpina’s
Bible the usage is still unfixed, and full forms are found in some
Modern Ruthenian dialects. Bu has become an enclitic in Modern
Russian. It is attached to conjunctions, and suffers abbreviation:
wrdbu fyrob ‘in order that'.

The little word 1t plays a very important part in the structure of
Modern Russian. Its principal use being to form conditional clauses,
it should be noted that in Russian, as almost universally in Slavonic,
the conditional is used in the protasis as well as the apodosis: A wro
O nw caaaan, fean 6w nawrpaan? ‘And what would you do if you
won?’ [On the other hand, the use of the ‘conditional’ in reported
speech does not occur; in Russian, as in all the Slavonic languages
except Bulgarian, the tense of the reported statement is that of the
statement as made, so that “He said: *“I am ill"” (English: “He said he
was ill') becomes ‘He said he is ill’, and “He said: “1 shall come™ ’
{English: “He said he would come”) appears as *'He said he will come’].

Ecim G may be followed by the infinitive instead of the [-
participle: Eean 6w sakpurs orndé, Guao 6 aymmo ‘if one were to
shut the window it would be stuffy’, écam Gu amars! ‘If only we
knew!" In écan 6w we congimi ‘if it hadn't been for the soldiers’ even
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the infinitive is omitted, and 0u appears to perform the function of a
finite verb (cf. ‘but for the soldiers’); so to in amme 6u nopAgowEL
weaopér ‘provided only he were a decent fellow’, Tdasto 6u cropée!
‘if only we could do it without delay!’, nino Gu pars ‘(we) ought to
give', emy G memiiveen Ha el “he ought to marry the girl’, sésao Ou
yerponts, écan saxorérs ‘it could be arranged if one wished' and so
on. (For this use of the infinitive with écan see also section 106). In
A06p6 Gu oxéTaNCk, & To Beak . ., ‘it wouldn't be so bad if you really
hunted, but as it is. ..’ 6 seems to stand not only for the conditional
verb but also for the conditional conjunction (Guao 6w . . . écam 6u),

The construction with the [-participle often expresses ‘ought’:
wéx G gomdit ‘you ought to go home'. With pronouns and adverbs,
together with the particle mn “nor’, it expresses ‘whoever’, ‘no matter
when' and so on: wrd Ou Tam Hu resopian ‘whatever they may say’
(ram ‘there’ apparently reinforcing the meaning), so wrd 6 To nm
craao “cost what it may’, Finally, it often occurs where other languages
(e.g. French) would use the subjunctive: we 640 mn onrord, Kordpu
Haxomiaca Ow nog cyndm ‘there wasn't a single one on trial’, a xouy,
wrdhe T npumEn ‘1 want you to come’, 'Itoi with the [-participle
often corresponds to the French pour que with the subjunctive (and
urdGu with the infinitive to powr with the infinitive); it also expresses
the optative: wrof eft nycro Gaao! ‘damn her eyes!” (lit. ‘may it be
empty to herl’)

(iv) Future Simple. The present tense of a perfective verh is a future,
since no event can be actually occurring and completed; the comple-
tion, its perfective aspect, lies in the future. With imperfective verbs
Common Slavonic allowed a considerable range of auxiliaries,
expressing willing, necessity, motion, beginming, etc. In Modern Standard
Russian all these have been reduced to Gyay (perfective of “to be’, and,
more colloquially, erany)-4-the imperfective or, if there is one, the
frequentative infinitive. In the dialects of Vologda, Kostroma and
and Jaroslavl one finds nmy, as in wm¥ péaars ‘I shall do (have to
do)', which becomes a flexion in Ruthenian: nurarumy ‘I shall ask’,
Hadu 1 will' has given the future flexion in Serbocroat; this auxiliary
is not represented in Russian vernacular, documents or dialects, but
is attested in Nestor's Chronicle. Haueny ‘I shall begin’ is attested as
an auxiliary in the thirteenth century,

The perfective future sometimes expressed possibly: Te6s ne nofméumn
‘one cannot understand thee’ (‘you're not to be understood’). It may
also express a frequentative present: y# Kax paabesciTen, Tak HUKAK
eé ne ocrandaums ‘once (the horse) starts galloping there’s no way of
stopping it’.

(v) Future Perfect. The tense denotes a future condition anterior to a
future consequence. It is expressed in Old Russian by 6yay + part. -fif;
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awe kge fyay marpyGums ‘if anywhere 1 shall have offended’ 1307,
KTO GYJeTs HAMATE TOMY NAATHTI=qui caperit is pendet ‘he that begins
must pay'. In Modern Russian there only remains the obsolescent
fiyae ‘if, provided that'.

(d) Reflexive-Passive. R. -ca/-ce (enclitic). The particle is now
attached to the verb in all cases. Its older freedom is attested as late as
the sixteenth century: vee o cn npuromaers ‘all of that is fitting’.
The so-called reflexive verbs occur in Russian with all the meanings
(many of them not truly reflexive) found in other languages: reciprocal,
passive and so on. A curious Russian usage occurs e.g. in eM§ me
uurierca ‘he doesn't feel like reading’. In some cases the true re-
flexive uses, or may use, the full form of the pronoun ((ce64)); e.g. on
sacTpeniacea /sactpemin cefd ‘he shot himself’. On the other hand
there is a difference of meaning between on ammitaca sotann “he lost
his life’ and on ammia cefsi sxiamn ‘he took his life'; and ‘to feel (ill,
etc.)’ is only u¥scteonats cefd (Goxsnus, etc.) The reflexive suffix -ca
is normally pronounced -ca, even when stressed.

(e) Gerund. The loss of the cases of the indefinite participles is
associated with the elimination of all but nominative forms of the
indefinite declension of adjectives. The definite declension of parti-
ciples suffered the same change of sense as the definite adjectives,
namely, the suffixes ceased to mark the definite article, but only the
attributive function. By this process the definite participles have come
to be mere adjectives and are virtually unrelated to the verbal
conjugation. The indefinite participles, reduced to single surviving
forms, have no longer the adjectival value they possessed in Common
Slavonic, but are gerunds. Their loss of case-endings has also unfitted
them to give the dative absolute construction or to form clauses
subordinate to a principal verb.

100. Classes of Verbs. The distinction between perfective, imperfec-
tive and iterative verbs has been discussed on the basis of Russian
examples in section 49 and need not be repeated here. The classes of
conjugations are detailed in section 48 on the basis of Old Bulgarian.
The infinitive is the determining criterion of class, and the present
indicative of sub-class. In the present section the verbs are given their
modern forms, which represent the end of the evolutionary process.
The mediaval forms will be discussed in following paragraphs.

A. Athematic. See section 101. This class, which has been very
greatly reduced in Russian, is represented by ects ‘is’ cyms ‘are’ gam
‘shall give' em ‘eat’ pects ‘knows’ pexs “for'.

B. Thematic. (i) Root-infinitives. (1) k g: The infinitive endings
*-kti *-gti give R. - (sections g3 and 3g). In the present indicative
23S. 12P. show the first palatalization (k/¢ g/£). In the past tense
(participle in -/}, the -l is dropped in the masculine after k g. Hence
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mous ‘be able’ 1.5, mory 28. wbmems past wor/morad, revs ‘fow’ 18,
rery 28. tewéumn [despite the soft jer, § is hard and so changed e to &
whenever the final syllable is accented; see section 86(E)] past.
rék/renad. Verbs of this class in g are; Gepéus “take care of' crepéus
‘guard’ weus ‘burn’ crpuss ‘shear’ aeus ‘lie down’, and in k: Baeus
‘draw’ mews ‘bake’ Toadas ‘pound’ sondan ‘drag’ ceds ‘cut, flog'.
Toadus ( <*tolkti) shows reduced vocalism in 1S. Toaxy ( <{*tilko);
poadus here has first full-vocalism: 18. wonoky, together with a re-
modelled present (iv) posouy. Heas has 1S, sry 2.5, nonbus, passive
participle soxiumuil, past mér mermsa, past part. sérumft, Jevs has 1.5,
adry (from leg-, with infixed n), past aér,

(2) t d: Infin, ®-tti *-dti become -sti/sf. In the present tense the
vowel alternation affects the quality of the dental ¢ d/f d, but does not
change its timbre as in Polish (¢ 44). In the past in -/ the combinations
*il *dl simplify to L Hence: secmi/mecrs ‘sweep’ 15. wmery, past,
mién meaa; pecti/pects “lead’ 185, seny past sda. In f are: maecri ‘plait’
riectit ‘press’ (npo)séers ‘read through' 1S. -wry usecrit ‘blossom’
{npmot)pectit ‘acquire’, and in 4: waacrs ‘put’ kpacts ‘steal’ macrs “fall’
Gpecrit ‘wander’ Gmwocrit ‘guard’ npacte ‘spin’ cecrs ‘sit down'.
(perfective, 1 p.sg. ciay from sed- with infixed n). Pacrit ‘grow’ has st
in the stem and so represents ®-stti, 15, pacty. Haf ‘go, walk’ has a
suffixed d, since the original root was the athematic ®ei/i-. Its infini-
tive wami/urtit is an orthographic device for apparently forming the
infinitive on the present; it represents the athematic *efti > OB, iti.
The past méa, part. wégumit, is from fid- /chod-. Eny ‘ride, drive’ has
an infinitive from another root: éxars. Efay ‘shall be' is a defective
verb; its infinitive Gure belongs to class B(i) 7.

(3) p b v: bt (and also pf) took an intrusive 5 in Russian from the last
group, giving ®bst, which simplified to'st: rpecri/rpecrs “row’ 1.5,
rpeGy past rpgb rpefai, ckpectir ‘scrape’; vt simplified to £: soms ‘live’
(unless the infinitive comes from another form of the root, viz. *¢%i-)
LS. wuny past sota part. ssamil, Forms involving -umf- (e.g. onnifen
‘was mistaken’) have infinitive in -uts (omubiTeer).

(4) & =: necnit/nects "bear’ 15, necy past. wbe, pearin/seats ‘convey’
15. seay past. sés. So also in s: macmi/macts ‘feed, pasture’ Tpacri
‘shake’, and in z: nonami "crawl’ rpwers ‘goaw’ aeate ‘clamber’.

(5) m n: The nasal consonants were preserved before vowels, but
became nasal vowels (later denasalized) before the consonants of the
aorist-infinitive system. Hence: mate “crush’ 1S, may, wats ‘squeeze’
18, wmy. In m are: (npu-n)ire “receive’ 1.S. npumy, cusrs ‘take off,
photograph’, ofuare ‘embrace’, and in m: mats ‘reap’, (pac)nfTe
*erucify’, (#a)uits ‘begin’. kasncts ‘curse’ has 1.5, wanny,

(6) Lr: The infinitive shows full-vocalism, and the present may have
a suffix --: mepérs ‘die’ 1S5, mpy past. mip, and also nepérs ‘push’
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repérs ‘rub’ (npo)erepérs ‘extend’/mopire ‘rip, whip’ 15, nopm,
Gopireca ‘struggle’ noadrs “‘rake’ wombre ‘split” smondre ( <®*mells)
‘grind’ 15, memb,

(7) Vowel-stems: These have been all more or less altered in
Russian, as OB. futi “roar’ revp R. peny /penérs. In the present tense a
semivowel is developed, which is normally -j- but occasionally -v-.
Examples are; asats “know’ 1.8, auwiw, mure “drink’ 15, meo (and so
Gurs *hit' sare “wind® ante ‘pour’ wuTe ‘sew’), runts ‘rot’ 1S, romb,
ot “howl' 18, sbo (- > R. of); so too murs ‘wash' sure “ache’, purs
‘dig’, wpure ‘cover’ and also ners ( <{*poiti) ‘sing’ 1S. mow). OB. pluti
‘swim' 18, plovo, sluti ‘be called’ 15. slovo, have elsewhere infinitives
plyti slyti; from these forms Russian has refashioned its presents;
NauTh naMed, caers cawey. The thematic derivatives of the athe-
matics *sthd- ‘stand’ *di- ‘give’ *dhé- ‘put’ are not easy to classify.
Crate ‘stand still' has 1S, eriny with the n-suffix (ii), and pers ‘put’
has 1S. aémy; the infinitives might be regarded as belonging to the
present group. Mak ‘give’ might be at home here or in (v 4); it-has an
imperfective infin. gapéTe. Burs ‘be’, past. Gua, is a defective verb of
this class.

The above list of verbs includes all the principal ‘irregular’ verbs in
Russian. The term ‘irregular’ is a misnomer, since these verbs obey
linguistic laws as strictly as any others. But they are short and they are
in frequent use. The latter condition helps to maintain dissimilar
forms, which have been learned separately in childhood and have not
been questioned; less frequent words are liable to normalization. In
these words old phonetic laws have operated without reaction.

[i.i] n. (1) Roots ending in a vowel before the suffixed -n-: munyrs

‘pass’. (2) Roots i.ﬂ.'n:iu-jgf or originally ending, in a consonant before
suffixed -n-: !-uhl:,m[ {*kyd-) ‘throw’ amimyrs ‘move’ (OB. dvignots)
ThxnyTs ‘grow quiet’ wemuyte ‘whisper’, etc. With the loss of the
aorist the suffix was carried through the conjugation. For criny néuy
cf.(i1). R. ocaémuyre /OB. oslipnoti ‘become blind’ is due to the analogy
of caen *blind’. These verbs denote the end of a process or momentary
acts, and so are perfectives. They frequently form pairs with those of
other classes, especially in -af: perf. ximyrs/imperf. xuzirs ‘throw’.
A secondary suffix -auyTs is very active in the modern colloquial
language.

(iii) & (1) Infin. -ef/jal, pres. -g-: yméms ‘know how to' 15, yuéw
28, ymbews, wméte ‘have’ cwéte 'dare’ cners ‘ripen’ rpers “warm’
apérs ‘ripen’/nénte ‘waft’ 1S, séo 25, péens, céars ‘sow’. (2) Infin.
-ef /af, pres. -i-: mipeTs “‘see’ 1S, wiwy (*dj >*d# > R. £, see section 93)
28. wigpams, cwgérn (CSLOB. sédéti) “sit’ rannérs ‘look” /nenmdrs ‘lie"
1.8, memy 28, aemimn, Gewdts ‘run’ 2S. Gowims (15, Gery 3P. Geryr
are forms of root bég- without suffix), aepwcirs ‘hold’. Xorérs “wish’
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has 15. xoug (*tj > R. ¢), which is continued by analogy in 25. xéueun;
35. xéuer; but the plural shows ¢ and suffix i: xor- sm -sire (-a7).

(iv) i. Jwbirs ‘love’ 1.5, awbmb (*b) > bl, see section 94) 2.5, 06w,
somiTe “‘wail’ 1.5. sonai (*pf >pl) 25, sowiws (also sonmiTe 1.5, pommb
2.5. pomuéue), aomiits ‘catch’ 18, aonmb 28, adwmums, xomiTs ‘go, walk’
18, xomy (*dj) 2.5. x6mmms (so also miwrs “fit’ radagurs ‘stroke’ nomiTs
‘lead’ romiracst ‘be of use’ ropairsca ‘be proud’), rosims ‘convey’ 15,
oy (*37, see section g5; so also adants ‘clamber’), naatirs ‘pay’ 1.
naauy (*4) 28. nadrnu, wockrs ‘carry’ 1S. sowmy (*5) 25. mécwus,
nycrits ‘allow’ 1S, nymy (*stf) 28. ngcrmms. The present tense of ruars
‘to drive’ (OB. feno) is romod, rémmus . . .

(v) a. (1) Infin. -af, pres, -aj-; nénars ‘do’ 15, aémaw 28, gémaems,
This is an active class of verb formations, embracing a large number of

" words. There has been no contraction of these verbs in standard

Russian. The verb mfunts ‘to torture’ has an alternative present tense
uyuam etc. (2) Infin. -af, pres. -j-: mucirs ‘write' 15, numy (*s) 2.
mitmemns. This also is a very large class. The consonant is softened by
the suffix -j-, resulting in the alternations: 5/f ch/§ sk/# t/£ 1/, A few
verbs in -eval belong to this group: Gaesirs ‘vomit' 1S. Gmow 28,
Gawoéu (OB,  blujp <*bhléw-j-/blivati <*bhiuw- with analogical
softening of /. (3) Infin. -af (generally with zero-grade of root), pres.
€- o- or gero-root: Gpate ‘take’ 15. Gepy, asars “call’ 1S, aonf, mpirs
‘devour’ 18. mpy, arats ‘tell lies' 1.5, ary 28. awdus. (4) Infin. -j-af,
pres. -j-: aints ‘bark’ 1.5, adwn.

(vi) va. Infin. -evaf, pres. -uj-: Toprovirs ‘trade’ 1. vopryw 25,
Topryems. A very active verbal suffix, with an analogical soft variant
in -evaf: nowesars ‘pass the night’.

101. Athematic Verbs. *Es-/s-. The present tense is as follows:

&1 2 3 P 2 3 Ds 23
“OR. 1ec-  -MB/MR - “Th “M-B/H0 e TR -vb/ma  -m
oy (Te)
i3
MR. ECTh (evTh)
Ruth. eclH eoTh
[ e & 5 [ [

MR. cym. is obsolescent, and ecrs is found only under special
conditions (sometimes for all persons). Sz. ecit Pz, ecté are found in
the North Great Russian dialect of the folk-ballads (bykiny). Normally
the verb is omitted, though the speaker may make a pause: 10 — mont
cun ‘this is my son’. There is a growing tendency to express the
copula by means of the present tense of the verb ssairnes ‘to appear’
followed by the instrumental. The principal use of ecrs is to express
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‘to have’: y weni (ccrs), ‘there is beside me'="1 have’, ecrs am y mac
‘have you?" Negative: wer/nery. The shortened form of the third per-
son singular may be used in Ruthenian with any personal pronoun.
Participial adjective: cyumit ‘extant, real’.

The rest of the paradigm is from other roots, which were thematic.
Infin. Gurs, /Ruth. 6§ (the y is due to analogy), past. 6ua Ruth.
Gye (v <f) G¥as; past part. Gamumi/Ruth. Gysmwi:; future R.Ruth.
Gyay, imper. 6¥ae 63unte (Ruth. also Pr. 6yawwo), gerund. Gayuam. It
will be noted that the two stems have been assimilated in Ruthenian.
The aorist (6ux1) existed in Old Russian, and has been specialized as a
conditional particle in the form of the third person singular (61/6).
The imperfect form was Gaxs (S3. Gawe /Gamers).

The 3 p.sg. of the future tense js used idiomatically in the sense of
‘that is enough’: G¥aer nam magop wmoadérs (lit. ‘it will be to you to
grind nonsense’) “that’s enough nonsense out of you’. For a special use
of the neuter singular of the past tense of this verb and its iterative
Gupirs see section 107. For the part this verb plays in the formation of
the imperative see section 1o4.

102. *Ed-, *did-, *woid-. The Russian present tenses corresponding
are:
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Indicative
St 2 3 P 2 3 D
OR. aa- -Mb  -CH -€Th  -M-B/W/f0/e -cTe -mh B
man- -H}Th]
-¥(Th)
MR. e-/an- 1] Wik -CT
ol a- ~Hinl “HTE
EAT
AazyT
PHETE
Ruth. i-/ma- =M =UL/CM ~CTh =MO ~ChTE
AT
ARyt
enoei- -M -1l -CTh M CETE  -IATE
Imperative
OR. gma- b =Mk
Aall- -HML, etc. M -urk/mBa  -nm
MR. i ) 1 ‘nLTe
8- ii -fiTe
Ruth. i1- ‘onoria- e ~HIMD ~HTE
ia- -h -itmo -fiTe
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From the stem ®*woid- there remains in Russian only the fixed
phrase Bor sects *God knows' and the particle seas ‘for’, but there isa
full conjugation of a derivative verb onomictu ‘tell’ (perfective) in
Ruthenian. Sz. -§ is from the thematic conjugation in Modern Russian
and Ruthenian, and the plurals of the present indicative are thematic
in Russian, while the imperative aait corresponds to the present gak
(infin. papirs, imperative nanan). Dissimilation of dt st gives the st
of the third person singular and second person plural; similarly WR.
8§3. ecus gacup (¢ <f). In the imperative *édi according to Russian
principles *d becomes £, which is unvoiced to f in final position: Sz.
emb, similarly Pz. éwnre. In Ruthenian the d of the stem had been
restored by analogy of the third person plural of the present indicative,
and this has preserved the £ Ruth. S2. i, The plural forms are

fashioned upon the singular.

The expression (s)juus ‘look’ is now an exclamation. It may repre-
sent an original imperative of the otherwise thematic verb winers
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‘see’: OB. vidéti imper. viddi ( <*vid-ji) OR. vifi.

For the use of nats and its imperfective 1apits in the formation of

the imperative see section 104.
103. Thematic Present Indicative. This tense runs:

&1

2 3 P 2 1
OR. mep-  ‘lead' -y ek e#(Te) -eM-B/Hj0/e -eTe  -¥(Te) -em-B/a -eTa
§ v A -y
MR. ;g:ﬂ_ ‘E';ﬂ _?; -2k -eT  -EM -BTe i’u:
(iv)  rosop- ‘say’ 'ﬁi o B -1 [ L
{iii 2) cag- ‘hear' -¥ i L i e ar
Ruth. nmac- . ‘pasture™ -v  -fm -# ~BMi -#1e  -¥Th
papy¥- ‘present’t -0 -gm -8 -EM0 -8TEé -WTh
- ey
'E;;"i:':] En"?:' Fecl sore’ [ 1 MM -HTE  -MMb -HTH -ATE

The second series of endings is found in verbs of classes (iv) -,
pres. -i-, and (iii 2) -ef Ruth. -its, pres. -i-. All other verbs follow the
first pattern. When the stress falls on the ending, R. -e- becomes -¢-:
fepy ‘take’ Sz, Gepéms. Conjugations are sometimes confused in dkare
dialects, since the relaxation of unstressed vowels tends to make them
neutral: lubjut ‘they love" smdtrjut ‘they look'/mbGar cmérpar, The
pronunciation © is now recommended for the standard language. The
change of conjugation (from v 2 to iv) in Sz, xéu-ems “wishes' 3. -ev/
P1. xot-im 2, -ire §. -47 is of long standing in Slavonic. Between St1.
Ber-y P3. -y7 and the other persons (Sz. Gemuhe etc., infin. Gemdrs
iii 2) there is a difference of stem: *bég-/bégj-. Opy/opib ‘plough’ are

doublets (ef. Lat. aro/Lith. arii).
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The number of conjugations admitted for Russian may be extended
considerably if we take into account the modification of stems. The
principal changes have been noted in section 100, and need here only
be summarized. The vowels of the personal endings were of o-grade
in S1.P3., but of e-grade elsewhere. When the stem ends in &/g this
causes the first Slavonic palatalization to take effect. In other than
velar root-verbs there is often an element j in the suffix which affects
the preceding consonant: *sj ®zf *#j ®dj *bj *pj *stj *skj then become
§£ &4 bl pl ¥ ¥ in S1. nomy/wocnuws ‘carry’, naany ‘pay’/nadrums,
nymy ‘allow’/ /ngernus, xowy ‘go, walk’/xéanms, ete. 3P. -av, which
results from a specifically Russian development of -¢ti, does not have
this effect: nécar, In some verbs ¢ and 4 present their Old Bulgarian
mutations: ofpaTaTs turn’/1.5. ofipamy, etc. S1.-0 had a rising intonation
which attracted a preceding stress when the penultimate syllable was
falling or short. Thanks to this rule (Fortunatov-de Saussure) the stress
shifts in the present tense of many Russian verbs. (See section 1034.)

S1. -u/-ju and Pj3. -ut/jut -at/jat have been denasalized. Sz. -
probably continues a Common Slavonic form of this person (*-sf
Gk. -o Skr. -5f) as distinct from OB. -§. The sibilant has hardened
in Russian, and did so early enough to allow the passage of £ »é:
g ‘goest’, unless this is to be explained on the analogy of the other

ns. In the more phonetic Ruthenian spelling the soft jer is
omitted. SP3. -f has hardened in Russian and White Russian, but
remains soft in Ruthenian. The hardening process comes after the
year 1350 (see section g6). An alternative form of -ef was -¢ in Old
Russian, which is now the norm in Ruthenian and White Russian; but
Ruth. -if persists. The only trace of this in Great Russian is in the
survival of OR. je 'is’ in néry ‘there is not’ néworma ‘there is no time’
(*ne je tu, *ne je kogda) and similar words, and 6yne ‘if, provided that’
(obsolescent), ae (enclitic expressing reported speech (*déje ‘says’). In
Old Russian manuscripts these forms are frequently encountered in
Galicia-Volhynia, though probably not then dialectal marks: cy “are’
umy ‘have’ 1164, symn ‘will buy’ (13th-14th cent.). By way of compensa-
tion the present -f is found intrusively in Old Russian aorists: Gamers
‘was’. P1.MR. -m/WR.Ruth. -mo shows divergent preferences from
among the alternatives current in Old Russian texts. P2. -te attracts
the accent in White and North Russian dialects, and is then liable to
change timbre: WR. pacué "ye give' ecué “ye are’ /uacnd ecud.

There is an obsequious use of the P3. with a singular subject:
roCToRE MIponol cyAbA, éatem mkeadnT, MOryT . . . “the justice of
the peace, if he chooses, may ...

The tendency to keep a stem stable leads in dialects to mogd mdgef”,
moft moZed’ /mory méweims, and other deformations of a like character;
cf. colloguial Cz. mifu mide,
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Imperfective presents are presents; perfective presents are futures.
In Old Russian, however, there were a few ambiguous words: Gery
‘am running/shall run’, pomy ‘bear (a child)’, moanmo ‘speak’, kpemy
‘christen’; cf. MR. wénuren ‘he is getting /will get married’ (perfective-
imperfective verb) and a few others.

Concerning the decline of the dual number see section gg (a).
D1. -va::nsa ‘two’ is used interchangeably with the original -vé.
Russian has not gone so far as Slovene, which has imported a distine-
tion of gender into this person on the analogy of M. dva NF. dvé.
Dz3. -ta; Russian did not distinguish 2. -fa/3. -te within historic times.

The 2 p.sg. is used in Russian where English has you or one, French
on, German man.

103A. Aceent. The present tense of all Russian thematic verbs is
stressed uniformly on the same syllable throughout save in the case of
those verbs which move the stress to the ending of the 1 psg. as a
result of the Fortunatov-de Saussure law or the workings of analogy,
Accepting for practical purposes the stress of the infinitive as a stan-
dard, what happens is that in some verbs stressed on the ending the
stress moves back one syllable in all persons save for the first person
singular, thus: (sectit ‘lead’ veny sepfun . . /) TAndTe ‘draw’ TARy/
TAHENIL . ... ; WHCATE ‘write' mnuy/mibmems . . . ; (rosopits “speak’
roBopi rosopims . . . /) kypirs ‘smoke’ kKypi/gypoms . . . There is no
shift in the present tense of verbs not stressed on the last syllable of the
infinitive: ocségomuTs ‘to inform' oceégoMmn etc,

It should be noted that in some cases difference of accent is the sole
indication of difference of aspect: yanaw ‘I recognize' (inf. ysuasirs)/
yaunaw ‘I shall recognize’ (inf, yanare); cf, cpeadrs “to cut off’ (imp.)/
cpésath (perf.)

Perfective verbs with the prefix nu- stress this prefix in all forms;
the cause lies no doubt in the original long vowel.

104. Imperative. The thematic imperative runs:

Sz 1 ! P 2 n 2
OR. BejL- “lead” ] ] - ; Nk i 4
e R “_}ln. ML, M M Té wh/ma Ti
MR. pex- “‘lead” n e
Eprn-  ‘shout’ 1] uTe
Gya- *be’ I bTE
JE- ‘do” i fire
JAr- ‘hie down” - TE
Ruth. nnri- ‘usk’ it s ftre
M- ‘pasture’ (] i ith
ya- ‘teach’ " int ITh
raaI- ‘smoath’ b BMi bTE
M- ‘speak’ - M T




RUSSIAN 215

The formation of the Slavonic imperative from the Indo-European
optative has been discussed in section 54, and the athematic imperative
(MR. ems émsre) in section 10z, OR. mwe ‘give’ survives in North
Russia in da$’ Bog “God grant’, but it was misunderstood as early as
the fourteenth century, when it was analysed as daj+#e: xoh6s nams
Aam e nass Amreck ‘give us this day our daily bread'. The athematic
endings combined with the tendency to shorten final vowels in such
a way as to spread the endings - -wre (after cons.)/-fl -fire (after vowels)
to all verbs in which the accent falls on the stem, save when the con-
sonant-group would be too difficult (as in kpikun). Busean ‘lead out’
is due to the analogy of seit and other forms.) Examples go back to
the thirteenth century: Gyare “be ye' vanominre/MR. mandamure “Gll’.
Jlar ‘lie down' is exceptional in Russian in the hardness of the
consonant, but this type is frequent in Ruthenian: sip ‘believe’ smon
‘speak’.

The imperative is regularly stressed like the infinitive; i.e. miciTs .-
NHIE, KPAKAYTE .. KPAKHK,

The imperatives were originally of two types: CSL. -i-dte/-i-ite. The
tendency to reduce these to the single type -i-ife was strong in the
oldest documents, such as Ostromir's Codex (1056-57) and the
Menologies of 1095 and 1097. This type alone has survived in Modern
Russian, and that only when stressed or after difficult consonant-
groups, In Ruthenian only the type -i-éte has survived under stress (in
the form -u -ims), with an arbitrary reduction of final ¢ to jer. This ¢
remains in the type nuri-i -iive,

The introduction of palatal ' § ¢k’ in Russian has permitted the
restoration of a stop in the imperative: OR. nomoan “help’ nsun “bake’
/MR. noworit newsi. The older forms persisted into the fourteenth
century. WR. nosonsit Ruth. newi are also analogical forms; instead of
the second palatalization proper to the imperative they show the first
palatalization proper to the present indicative (25.).

There are various ways of expressing 1P. and 38P: nyers (and
colloquially nyckaft) noiingr/soliayT ‘let him/them come in', 1a agpéser-
pyer ‘long live’ (lit. “that it be healthy’, ChSL.), sofaém “let us go in’
(indic.), or with -1¢ borrowed from 2P. sofinémre, gasifi(re) + indic.
“let us' (lit. “give'). The negative 1 P. uses Gypesm: ne Gynes(re) ects
apyr apyra ‘don’t let's devour one another’.

The particles -ko -ka are used to strengthen imperatives of the
second person in colloquial usage: no(#)mi-xa ‘come on.’

The imperative of nowinonars ‘to grant’ (momaayi) is used for ‘1
dare say, | don't mind'. The past tense of the verb no#tit ‘to go’ is
used as a peremptory imperative: nowéa npous! ‘clear off!’

Unique in Slavonic is the Russian use of the imperative in the sense
of the conditional: ne Gyae amawoctopiesen, A 6w . . . “had 1 not been so
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careful 1 should have...', sumrpai A cro teeas ‘if 1 were to win
100,000', and with the sense of a perfective past: on mofud u cramt
‘he went and said’. It has been suggested that the latter use is a
reflexion of the vanished aorist. As is clear from these examples, the
2 p.sg. of the imperative is not restricted in use to this person; it may
in fact be used with all persons, even the z p.pl. with a plural reference:
merapaf, pelirtal “get up, lads!” This is another example of the way
in which a diminution of forms has in Russian been compensated by a
growth in function. The Russian imperative, which, as we have seen,
derives from the optative, has inherited, or developed, the functions of
this mood; examples are: mpopamick a ckBoab aémaw ‘may I sink
through the earth’, Gyas s nogaén, écam 5. . . “‘may I be a scoundrel
if 1..., saft Gor namars! ‘may God give me memory!" The imperative
may express ‘let’: fal A nonpébyw ‘let me have a go', HO CHHIL A X0Th
oand cadeo ‘let me say so much as one word’ (*if I so much as say...").
With rkak mn it expresses "however (much, etc.): xak un xpaGpice
‘however much you may steel yourself’, wax ram mm gmaocdgerayit
‘however much one may philosophize . . '

The imperative ganifl (“give’)+the imperfective infinitive is used in
a way corresponding to the English *start to’: céan smécre sa croa u
Aasait muth ‘they sat down together at the table and started drinking'.

105. Present Participles and Gerunds. In section 55 it has been shown
that the pres. part. IE. ®-onts >>®-ons and the past participle 1E. ®-wds
both gave CSL *-y, but the soft pres. part. ®-jonts >®-jons >-(j)e was
free from this confusion (type: snaje R. andn “knowing'). This led to
the extension of the soft form at the expense of the hard by means of
the alternation -ja/a: OR.NMN. vega F. senyun/OB. vedy vedpiti
‘leading’. This participle continued to be declined in Old Russian
(GMN. neayw-a F. k). As the definite declension became attributive,
i.e. the form normally associated with a noun, the oblique cases of the
indefinite declension lost their usefulness, and the participle was
reduced to two fixed forms based on the masc.-neut. and fem.
respectively: necat “carrying’ (forms in -a have died out) erén *standing’
nadun (-a for -ja after a palatal) ‘“weeping'/Gyayun “being’ andwumn
‘knowing’. The form in -un is found in colloquial speech [eg.
npuneniwodn ‘(live) in clover’] and in folk-poetry; it is also the only
form in the case of 6yayun “being’. A second distinguishing feature of
the gerund is its timelessness, and that is recorded in Russian from
the thirteenth century: nae KuAak NONMA B cOBOI0 MY HOBFOPOTLCHL
‘the prince went, taking (having taken) with him men of Novgored'.
So in Kotodichin (17th cent.): nomayun ws ropogs “having gone into
the city’. In Modern Russian the gerund of a perfective verb expresses
the perfect: soitas “having entered’. Some gerunds are used adverbially,
e.g. momua ‘silently’. The Ruthenian gerund is in -um,



RUSSIAN 217

The definite participle has a uniform stem, and has become entirely
‘adjectival in function. The same is largely true of the present passive
participle in -m-: awGiuml ‘favourite’ séomun ‘known’. In Standard
Russian the form of the active participle is in -yt -suvit /s,
of which the consonants represent OB. & <*#], except for a few words
which have become pure adjectives and retain the Russian -4: sucianit
‘hanging, pendant’ ropsumit ‘hot’.

Xor# ‘although’ is a gerund (from xorérs “wish’) which has become a
conjunction; sézomo ‘indeed, notoriously’ is the neuter of an indefinite
pres. part. passive, now classified as an adverb. Its genitive survives in
Gea moerd mégoma “without my knowledge'.

106. Infinitive and Supine. OR. infin. necrn nects, sup. pects. The
supine in -t persisted in Russian manuscripts down to the fourteenth
century: ngets nekars kyss (GPF.) ‘he goes a-hunting martens’ 1282,
nowgers toprosats ‘he’ll go a-trading’. The supine governs the
genitive. The infinitive is found instead of the supine as early as the
Ostromir Codex (1056-57): mas nosomurn whero ‘1 go to prepare
a place’. In some North Great Russian dialects there are infinitives in
-t which are more likely due to hardening of -f than to survival of the
supine.

As regards the infinitive, -#i is found in Great Russian folk-songs,
White Russian and Ruthenian. It was predominant in all Old Russian
documents, but -f is found more frequently as the centuries advance.
In Modern Russian -fi is only preserved under stress, and is then
usually accompanied by an alternative form in -f. Root-infinitives in
*_kti *-gti end in -& (class B i 1): neus "bake’.

Though the infinitive is a younger form than the aorist, the loss of
that tense has caused the basic secondary stem of Russian verbs to be
considered that of the infinitive, so that it is upon the infinitive that
past participles and verbal nouns are built.

The infinitive may be used as a peremptory imperative: MoauaTs!
‘shut up!’ It appears to replace a finite verb in such a sentence as ue
AMTHCMBATE 3e IO A TRoGH nogarps Wil Megninckull daxyasrér
‘we can’t go and send for the whole faculty of medicine to deal with
your gout'; understood is, no doubt, the copula and a dative pronoun
(“it is not for us to . .."). The latter (Dative and Infinitive) construc-
tion, with attraction of case, led to the now obsolescent Predicative
Dative, of which the following is an example from the byliny:

Mo npasoi éxaTe—GoraToMy GUTE,
Mo népofl éxaTh—meHATOMY OHTR,
A npivo-To éxare—ylimomy Gurs,

(“Take the road to the right and be rich; take the road to the left and be
wed; take the road straight ahead and you're dead.’) These lines also
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exemplify, with omission of ‘if', the use of the infinitive in place of a
conditional clause: (écan) éxate “if you travel, if one were to travel’.
For the use of the infinitive with Ou see section gg ¢ iii. Cf. ne aafmi
an? “what about dropping in?’

107. The Past Tense. By the elimination of the imperfect and aorist
and the loss of the auxiliary the original past part. active in -fi has
become a veritable past tense, which shows not the person but the
gender of the subject: SM. -I N. -lo F. -la PMNF, -li. Root-verbs in
d t lose these before I; those in & g b 5 = r eliminate the -/ of the
masculine: M. wor ‘could’ F. worai. In White Russian { closing a
syllable vocalized to -#, and this vowel is written -v in Ruthenian
(section 93). With 6i this tense expresses a condition. The particle
may follow the verb or a pronoun or a conjunction: xoréa Gu/s Gu
xoréa ‘T should like’, ard6{u1) ‘in order that', xor# 6u ‘even if’, xots 6w
‘not even'. The pluperfect was represented by past part. -I--byli, but
is so no longer. It is now rendered by the simple past, if necessary
with the help of adverbs like ymé “already’.

The paucity of formal past tenses is compensated for not only by
means of the aspects but also by a number of interesting developments.
One of these is the use of the perfective present (=Ffuture) following a
{(usually drawled) sak ("how"), which provides the equivalent of a vivid
past tense eminently suitable for dramatic narrative: Aa ka-ak BRCKoYNT
omith . . . “and jumped out again’. The same effect is produced with
the imperative, with or without waw: ga apyr weaérkan eg aépun
cxomite B Odmw ‘and suddenly the Devil induced her to go to the
bath-house’, sapyr ond kax nasaomice ‘suddenly she bent down'.
Another is the use of funiao (from the iterative fumaTs ‘to be’) with
the present, past or future to express a frequentative action in the
remote past: wnriw, Gupiao ‘1 used to read’, on rosopia, Gunigo ‘he
would say’, tax, Gupino, u sakpiwuy ‘and so 1 would start yelling’,
fapaao, Korgd on maundr ropopime ‘when he used to start talking'.
The past tense with 6ia0 expresses, to quote Vinogradov, “an inter-
ruption in the accomplishment of an action’; e.g. # xoréa Guno ocrateen
adaa, no ne parepnen ‘I intended to stay at home, but couldn't stick
it', nocas 6o yéxanm na Mocksa; nx sopomian ‘the ambassadors had
started to drive out of Moscow; they were turned back’. As may be
seen, this construction may approximate to a pluperfect.

107A. Accent. There is shift of stress in the past tense of a great
many verbs with monosyllabic infinitives (and infinitives in -n and -us)
and their compounds; all other verbs stress past tense and infinitive
uniformly, with the exception of poauad ‘she gave birth'/pomire. In
the case of simpls verbs the shift is of two types; either to the ending,
€.g. Beath ‘convey’ péa/peand peand meamd, or to the feminine ending
only, e.g. gats ‘give’ jaa gdao piom aand. In compounds the stress
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may move to the prefix in the masculine, neuter and plural, e.g.
npomiTe ‘sell’ /npéaaa npéano npégaan /npogani. In some of the verbs
discussed here the stress may shift to the reflexive suffix -ci, e.g.
noaRATh ‘raise’ /mignan /noanaach, and the reflexive -¢& may cause a
shift as compared with the unreflexive form, e.g. #séao “called’ (neut.)
Jasaadcs “was called’.

108. The Past Participle and Gerund. The past part. active in Old
Russian was SMN. seqn F. pegsun, MN. Guws F. Guosum, and was
declined. The indefinite declension has gone out of use, and only -s,
-umt, -puim have survived as past gerunds: Gum/Gunum ‘having been’
unran awranum “having read” sicum ‘having carried’ wéumm “having
gone’.

In the older stage of the language a stem ending in a nasal vowel
transformed this into a consonant before the masculine suffix: OR.
wausns ‘having begun’ nzasms “having taken'. In some Great Russian
dialects the nasal is interpolated before -5i: vsémii/vzjam¥i. Normally
however the analogy of the gerunds in -v/vfi has eliminated these
nasals: mundn sanp, In like manner dentals have been replaced by o©:
OR. s Breum “having eaten’/MR. en énsum. For the colloquial use of
this gerund in a sort of pluperfect see section gg ¢ ii. Another colloquial
use occurs e.g. in ¥ woeréd BachTie Beergd yxo senyxum or droro ‘my
Vasjutka's ear is always swollen as a result’ (semyxnyTs ‘to swell up’).

The definite declension of the active past participle has become
definitely adjectival: ymépumh ‘having died, dead’. Veonumn ‘deceased’,
lit. “having fallen asleep’, presents the p of the root which has disap-
peared from this verb in Russian: ycagte ‘fall asleep’ /OB. usipe ‘he
fell asleep’. With imperfective verbs this form is commonly used in
narration where other languages prefer present participles: wwira,
Avscimpan #a croaé ‘a book (that was) lying on the table’,

109. Past Passive Participle. R. -1/(¢)n: wur ‘washed’ cagnan ‘done’
panen ‘wounded’ [cf. section 57 () (d)). The definite forms are maruf
caéaummai, i.e. the n-participle adds to itself the suffix -in-. In a
few words a single » is encountered; their use is purely adjectival:
yuiait ‘learned, a savant’, micaman kpacissua ‘a dazzling beauty'.
From the forms in -mn- are formed predicates in -men: oTipopénen
“frank’. By means of this participle the passive may be expressed:
weM o neica namicana? ‘by whom was this play written?' In the case of
verbs in -if (class iv) the suffix -en is added to the -, producing -jen
which causes palatalization: sanaaris ‘pay’ sanaiues, etc. For ¢ and d
the OB. §t £d frequently appear: noGeuirs ‘conquer’ nolescgn.

10gA. Accent. The stress of participles in -amuuil regularly moves
back one (and occasionally more than one) syllable as compared
with the corresponding infinitive, if the latter is stressed on the
final syllable; e.g. npogire “sell’ /mpéaammi, nepeirs ‘hand over'/
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népegamnntii. The short (predicative) forms of these participles fre-
quently stress the ending of the feminine; e.g. mpoaami nepegand
npéaan népegan -0 -4 The participle of verbs in -uTh may be accented
Enumil (nofeis mobewcgmifl) or may move the stress back one
syllable (notomirs ‘sink’ movémnennwit), and there are cases where
the stress is moved fortard in the participle; e.g. ocsézosuts “inform’
ocoeomadrnmi (cf. imperfective ocmegomasits). The short form of
participles in (unstressed) -ennuifl are stressed on the same syllable as
the long form; the short form of those in (stressed) -Emuiit moves the
stress to the ending of the feminine, neuter and plural: ocsepomatn/
OCRENOMAEN-d -0 -HL.

110. Verbal Nouns. The verbal noun is formed from the passive
past participle by means of the suffix -fje. Frequently -ije is found,
through the influence of Church Slavonic, which transmits the Old
Bulgarian principle of lengthening i before j: Gursé—“whipping’
aeaéame “division, sharing’, etc.

111. Imperfect and Aorist. These are found only in Old and Middle

Russian:
St = 3 P 2 3 Dy 23
OR. pen- impf. -AX% Ame -A0e -AXOM-3 W /08 -ACTe  -AXy -Axos-h/a -mota
-AIETH -HIETe ~-AXYTh -fIlIETR
-AbTE? -HINTBTH
"OT. -O0Xb e ¢ -0X0ME, etc. -ocTe  -ollla  -0oxonk, ete. -0CTa

The loss of the imperfect and aorist is discussed in section gg(b).
The third person plural of the imperfect tended to take the place of the
corresponding form of the aorist, since it suggested the usual cor-
respondence of S1.Pj. in the present tense, but in the dual and plural
the second person endings of the aorist intruded into the imperfect.
In the third person singular the final -f of the present was added by
analogy to the imperfect ending at random, and without limitation to
the circamstances in which -t appears in this tense in Old Bulgarian.
The longer forms of the imperfect (OB. -dachd etc.) and the older
forms of the aorist (asigmatic -d and sigmatic -5 /chi, without o) were
probably unknown in colloquial use. In secular documents the aorist
disappears from South and West Russia from the twelfth century, but
persists in North- Russia until the fifteenth century, and is still
occasionally encountered in North Great Russian folk-songs.

(i) NOUNS, ADJECTIVES, PRONOUNS.

112. Gender and Declension. (See section 61-63). In the Old Russian
period the declensions remained as they were in Common Slavonic,
but there was at work a tendency, which completed itself in Middle



RUSSIAN 221

Russian, to remodel the declensional system in such a way as to
correspond with gender. Gender, as we have seen, originated in
primitive classifications of words to which particular marks were
attached. There was the distinction between what seemed to move
itself and what was moved by others. The former class offered con-
ceivable subjects for sentences, and the latter could hardly be other
than objects. Hence the difference between masculine (common
gender) and neuter was marked by the presence or absence of a
particular sign for the nominative case. Later the notion of sex became
a classifier, along with collectivity and abstraction. Sex was not
merely female, but anything that seemed animate and receptive. Hence
the feminine gender, and by contrast the association of male sex with
the masculine gender. As a consequence of this process, gender in
Common Slavonic was confusing in its logic, since it resulted from the
application of different criteria at different epochs. It did express
itself in the concord of nouns and adjectives, that is, in the likeness of
flexional terminations. The tendency then declared itself to make these
concords more regular. Words began to be redistributed among the
declensions by their genders; that is to say, a given declension would
have a given gender in its accompanying adjectives and demonstra-
tives. This process has been continued in Russian with a gathering
momentum, which virtually reached its goal at the close of the Middle
Russian period.

In this process the plural and the singular fared somewhat dif-
ferently. First in the demonstrative and adjective, and then in the
noun, the oblique cases of the plural tended to flow together and to
adopt the best characterized pattern: that of the a-stems. With few
exceptions, the dat. instr. loc. pl. of all Russian nouns is the same: -am
-ami -ach. They were still distinct in the Middle Russian period, but
with a strong tendency to unite. In Old Russian each declension had
its proper endings for these cases, but also had alternative endings
which suggest the final solution. In the plural, therefore, the distine-
tion of gender and declension is confined in Modern Russian to the
nom. acc, gen. The distinction of the genitive has been preserved
chiefly by a reaction which assigned to masculines the -ov- termination
of u-stems.

Distinctions akin to gender were also set up by the division between
animate and inanimate entities. In the masc. o-declension the nomi-
native and accusative both resulted in OB. -i. The primitive animistic
conception which classed such things as fire, wind and water among
living bodies had died out. Their inanimate nature was evident, and
when they stood as subjects to verbs there was no inconvenience in
using the same flexion for the nominative as for the accusative, in the
same way as with neuters. But with persons it was often important to
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distinguish between an agent and a patient. For this purpose the
genitive in -a was used for the patient, first of a person, and then, by
extension, of an animal, The confusion due to flexion did not, however,
occur in the feminine a-declendion or in the masculine plural, and it
was only by analogy that the genitive-accusative was applied to
masculine plurals, and then to some feminines. It is now used in the
singular and plural of masculine nouns and the plural of feminine
nouns denoting things that are or were animate: a sixy conyira ‘I see a
soldier’, n mofimb cofir ‘I am fond of dogs'. The extension was sooner
made for persons than for animals. In Ruthenian an older stage of the
process survives for animals (and trees, games and coins); they use the
genitive-accusative in the singular and the nominative-accusative in
the plural.

(i) The old i-declension has become wholly feminine, apart from
the one word nys “way’. In Old Bulgarian, masculines and feminines
of this declension differed in the instr. sg. and nom. pl. In the plural
the distinction existed in Old Russian but was eliminated in Middle
Russian; so that there is but one formal difference: 15. nyrém /adiagismo
‘by the horse’. All other masculine i-stems have been transferred to
the jo-declension: rocrs ‘guest’ aste ‘son-in-law’ réayGe ‘pigeon’
uepes ‘worm’. In the sixteenth century terepess ‘grouse’ was still
associated with the i-stems in some of its forms, but it has passed to
the o-declension as MR. rérepen. In dialects nyre has either passed
into the jo-class or has changed its gender in order to remain within
the feminine f-class (cf. Cz. pout’ fem. ‘pilgrimage’).

The feminine wv-stems have been added to the i-declension. When
the AS. awbine ‘love' kposs ‘blood” népross ‘church’ came to be used
for the nominative, a process already active in Old Bulgarian, the
transfer was casy. They differ from i-stems in the instr. pl., where they
have -jami/-ami/-'mi. Bjwna ‘letter’ has passed to the a-declension,
and s@puon ‘mill-stone’ to the o-declension possibly under the in-
fluence of wamens ‘stone’.

Feminine r-stems have also been assimilated to the i-declension.
There are only two words involved: sats ‘mother’ and aous ‘daughter’,
The point of contact was AS. sateps goveps. In the instr. pl., as a
result of the invasion of the i-declension by a-flexions, two forms are
concurrent: matep-uMi/fstn. Only the nom. sg. remained distinctive as
OR. witu/MR. ware (by reduction of final vowel). In the sixteenth
century the acc. sg. was satepr, but it has been assimilated to the
non. sg.: ME.AS. mate Ruth. sars/sirip [l' <& e with compensatory
lengthening, see section 86(E)]. Examples of this identification come
from the early sixteenth century: s Uraoea Cesmenoma gous ‘1 O,
5.'s daughter’ t525/ornyernan Ewrypeeny aous (AS.) ‘he sent away
E.'s daughter’ 1503, In Ruthenian there are alternative i-declensional
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forms based on the nom. sg.: NAS. ware GDV. mirn. The use of
mitua pduaxa, without a specially diminutive intention, was well-
established in the sixteenth century, and tends to transfer these words
to the g-declension.

The great bulk of feminine words belongs to the a-declension.
Russian has resisted the tendency to convert the alternatives -a/ja
into -a,/¢ (as in Czech), but has, on the contrary, reassimilated words
in *-ija to -ja (CSLOB. -iji -1) : aapes ‘boat’ Goriun ‘goddess’ /OB.
aldiji bogyi. No difficulty has been found, however, in treating as
masculine male names in -a. These are cither (i) names of offices, etc.,
held by males only which have become the titles, etc., of the males
holding the offices (abstract to concrete): cyaui ‘judge’ poendaa ‘general’
cayra ‘man-servant’ swomn ‘youth’' yGifina ‘murderer’ nesimmua
‘drunkard’; and (ii) the diminutives of personal names: Cima *Sandy’
Antua “Alick” Béwns “Jack’. The latter might have the form of the
vocative: [awiao ‘Danny’. These masculines are said to have a
‘natural’ gender.

(ii) Neuter forms are also readily distinguishable. The main bulk
are in o/e. To them were added original consonantal neuters in -5-:
nébo ‘sky’ réao ‘body’ cadso ‘word’ aépeso ‘tree’ mimo ‘marvel’ wfno
‘miracle’ muné “face’ dxo ‘eye’ jxo ‘ear’. For the most part the transfer
has been complete, but the -s- is found in the pl. nebeca ayaeca, and it
occurs in derivatives: uyaécuuft ‘wonderful’ weGécur ‘heavenly’
Teadenuft ‘bodily’ caonéenocrs 'literature’. The word woaecd “wheel’
has generalized the oblique suffix (koles-). Assimilations are found in
Old Russian as early as the Ostromir Codex (1056—57), but the oblique
stem in -s- is still noted in fourteenth-century documents: caonecems
uebeckxn /cnonoms anuaxe 1377. Neuter n- and at-stems assimilated
their flexions to the i-declension, but remained distinct by reason of
their stems. All mi-stems were neuter. Masculine n-stems were
attracted into the jo-declension by the coincidence of the accusative
case: wamens (AS. for NS.) ‘stone’ was already common in Old
Bulgarian and is the only form known to the Ostromir Codex (1056
57)/OB. kamy. The course of assimilation was (i) to masculine i-stems
and then (ii) to jo-stems. In the sixteenth century aens ‘day’ kimens
muméue ‘barley’ wopens ‘root' ness ‘stump’ (an original jo-stem)
sunméne ‘target’ (Pers. nifdn) were still declined as i-stems, and rarely
confused with jo-stems. The i-declension nom. pl. -ije was confusable
with the collective -fja: kaménsa. Novgorod seems to have led the
way towards assimilation with jo-stems: ors cunero xkamenn ‘from the
blue stone’ ore Gepesonoro mam “from the birch stump’ 1532. The
process was only completed in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries.
Urénens. ‘grade’ became feminine, and plamy ‘flame’ became neuter:
nadsn, Kasens gen. wimnn ‘stone’ loses its e by analogy.
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Ancient usage put the young in the neuter (Gk. menBiov ‘child’ Germ.
Médchen ‘girl'), and so diminutives in -ko are ‘natural’ masculines:
@exdpro ‘Teddy’ mizmwo ‘nunks’. They tend to pass into the a-declen-
sion (Gémowra ‘daddy’/NGtR. bdtjufko), but -ko is a very frequent
termination in Ruthenian names. ‘ Natural' masculine diminutives in
-ja have sometimes been confused with nt-stems (NAS. -ja) and
declined like mura ‘child’: Baw-a G. -are D. -amn.

(iii) By reason of these changes the Russian masculine gender, apart
from ‘natural’ masculines, was confined to one single type: o/jo-stems,
represented by the endings NS. -» -5/f. The one other contributory
cause was the fusion of the u- and o-declensions. That was a process
carried through case by case, and so falls for discussion later. It has the
effect, however, of establishing a number of contrasts between the
declension of the masculines and the neuters, since only among
masculines are u-stem case-endings current. The masculine declension
admits or has admitted of the genitive-accusative in the singular, of
gen. loc. voc. sg. in -u for some words (loc. u being always stressed), of
dat. sg. in -ovi, nom. pl. in -ove >-odja and gen. pl. in -ov.

The fusion of u- and o-stems had begun in Proto-Russian and Old
Bulgarian, and, even earlier, in Common Slavonic. The adjectives in
had been wholly assimilated to o in Common Slavonic: OR. Gzaps
MR. Goxp ‘alert’ ocrpn ‘sharp’/L. budris aftris. In 0ld Russian
there are many instances of u-flexions for o-stems: G.S. ors asuy ‘from
flax' 1073, GS. socky ‘of wax’ 1331, DS. Jlamuaonu ‘to Daniel' 1270,
sacrepom “to the artisan’ 1230, loaouxy “at Polock'1407, NP. nocoaowd
‘envoys’, Tatapose ‘Tatars’, GP. Ghcons ‘of devils', wanacrupess “of
monasteries’ (1zth cent.). On the other hand, the distinction con-
cerning declension was still alive in the sixteenth century. The most
serviceable criterion is GS. -u. In the sixteenth century there are
about forty words found with this genitive only: Gopsw ‘fir-forest’
fepers ‘bank’ Gpoas ‘ford’ nepxw “top’ rogs ‘year’ gows ‘house’ ghrs
‘share’ ay6n ‘tooth’ aems ‘ice’ aems ‘flax’ abew “forest’ wems ‘honey’
wips ‘ peace’ wocrs ‘bridge’ mups ‘feast’ noaws ‘troop’ nonois ‘captivity’
noars “half® pors. ‘horn’ poxs “family’ psms ‘rank’ craws ‘station’ Topre
‘market’ wacw “hour’ and other less familiar words. Some of these
words had, doubtless, been attracted into the u-class; ay6s/Gk. ydugos
is an example. Primitive u-stems were vepx (L. virfis) now (Lat. domus)
wita (Gk. uiby) non and possibly Gop nup cran Topr. In Modern Literary
Russian the o-flexions have triumphed generally, apart from GP.
-ov/ev, some locatives and certain adverbial phrases. There is an
analogical soft locative in -w : Ha Kopub ‘unreaped, unfelled’.

113. Number. (a) Loss of the dual. When the notion of the dual as
referring to pairs weakened, the principal support of this number was
the characteristic words jea “two’ 66a “both’. Their dual terminations
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formed a jingle with those of the following nouns: Jlawexs oytm
ara Gpara Enoxosa . . . pese Jlamexs ceomma senoma (sic) ‘L. slew
E.'s two brothers. .. L. said to his (two) wives' 1377. Their dual
declension still survives in part. Instead of NM. aea NF. ne the
modern forms are MN. ana F. gse (but the old neuter survives in
apéerin ‘200"). Plural forms dre used for the gen. dat.: GL. myx/OB.
didvu D. asyw. The instrumental form is aeymsi, formed from GL.
dvu+(DI. -ma+1P. -'mi >>)-mja. This ending has spread to rpems
ueriapbmi; Ruth. nmosi has provided an instrumental flexion for 3—g.
(Cf. Ruth. scimi/scivn instr. pl. of sees ‘all’.)

The instability of the dual appeared evident in the thirteenth
century. Dual and plural forms were mixed: s ofema Gepern (IP.)
‘with both banks’, nomoan paGoms ceomms (DP.) Meany n Onexcuso
sanucanmesa (DD.) kaurn cun “help thy servants 1. and A. who have
written these documents’. Occasionally a dual termination is attached
to one of the nouns forming a habitual pair: centoro anocroaa (GS.)
Herpy (GD.) n Hapaa (GS.) ‘of the holy apostles Peter and Paul’.

In the North Great Russian dialect of Archangel the ending -ma
serves for the instrumental plural: ¢ aesinma “with the girls’. Else-
where the oblique cases have wholly disappeared, and only the
nominative-accusative remains. It is freely used in the feminine
a-declension in Ruthenian: Ruth. (msi) rogini “two hours' (asi) myci
‘two flies’. For the o- and a-stems the forms had been: M. -a NF. -é
(which latter also served for n- nt- s-stems); -i served for i- wv- r- ja-
Jjo~(N) n-(M) stems, and -y for u-stems. Of all these only -a -i survive,
but they are felt to be plurals or, after 2—4, genitive singulars. The use
of this construction with j and 4 began to be general in the sixteenth
century. [lra Gpara ‘two brothers’ began to be construed as GS. -a,
and on that analogy was formed ase cecrpia (GSF.) ‘two sisters’/
sestré NAP. cécrpu. Through loss of the sense of duality this led to
Tpn ctoai “three tables’ seripe cend ‘four villages' /NP. cina. As for
6Ga ‘both’, it has the same construction, but F, é6e is also found with
the plural: 66 cecrpra;/cécrpu ‘both sisters’.

The other principal support of the dual was the existence of certain
obvious bodily pairs: dun ‘eyes' $mm ‘ears’ wonéum ‘knees’ nadun
‘shoulders’. This -f was taken to be the nom. pl. of an i-stem in the
genitive (ouént) but of an o-stem in other cases. In the singular éxo ¥xo
have passed from the s-declension (odes- ufes-) to that of neuters in o.
Confusion of declension is as early as the Ostromir Codex (1056-57):
GS. ouece LS. ourh fosiece LD. ounw (preserved in MR. sodunno ‘ before
one's eyes, obviously’)/ouecoy.

There were other obvious pairs in MD. -a: owi ‘sides’ rauaa “eyes’
Geperi ‘banks’. The -a resembled the neuter plural, and so gave rise to
a heteroclite declension of things which do not form pairs: since raaa :
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rmasd ;s aec s avch “woods’ :: ropot : ropoaa ‘cities’ : @ miicaps : nucapa
‘writers’. This pattern has been applied even to recent loanwords:
uscnexropi ‘inspectors’. It has lead to double plurals: ywirea-u/-A
‘teachers’, and to differentiation: 66pasw ‘forms’/ofipasd ‘ikons’,
xaé0u ‘loaves'/xne64 ‘corn’, uperss ‘blossoms’ /uperd “colours’. The
final accentuation of these plurals is one of their characteristics.

(b) Collectives and singulatives. Collective suffixes were FS. -a -fja
NS. -ije, declined originally as singulars. So OR. rocmoma ‘gentry,
‘gentlemen’ was a feminine singular (G S. or% rocnogu ‘from the lords’),
and so also cropoma ‘watchmen, guard’ xosaepa ‘hosts' (apparently
based on the genitive xonstes; the singular is xoainn), and national
names like Tatapsa ‘Tatars’; in -fja: Gpaten ‘brothers’ kuasea ‘princes’
(nen wumwen Pycsxan ‘all the Russian princes’ 14th cent.) anTea ‘sons-
in-law' mames ‘uncles’; and in -fje; Aepesse ‘trees’ kamense ‘stones’
(which coincides with the nom. pl. of masc. i-stems) croanse ‘pillars’.
It was seldom that these were taken to be plurals in Old Russian:
KaMeHBNXS 1144, Ouma wasennn ‘there were stones’. In Modern
Russian they have become a form of the plural, and extended to
cunoskA ‘sons’/symove. There still remain as collective singulars
Tpansé ‘rags’ ny0sé ‘cudgels’.

The notion of plurality entered by way of syntax, since the accom-
panying verb was often put in the plural in Old Russian: rix cyrs (pl.)
apyw#mna (coll. sg.) sama ‘where are our bodyguard'. Hence it became
natural to oppose Opar gépeso wimems woa ‘stake’/Gpitea aepénLa
saménsa koA as singular/plural. They helped also to reinforce the
influence of the dual -a upon the o-stems: nomi aému ‘houses’ roga
‘years’ pora ‘horns’, and with -ov-: cmosed ‘sons’ ceatosed ‘match-
makers’ kymoped ‘god-parents’.

A singulative is the result of a grammatical device for picking out one
from a collectivity or a plurality. The suffix employed was -imi:
roenofh ‘gentry’/rocnogin ‘gentleman’, anopsne (and also geopsus on
the . analogy of the collectives)/asopanin ‘nobleman’, ropomine
“‘townsfolk’ /ropomanns ‘townsman’. National names form pairs of this
sort: anranyine/anrmrsannn, There existed OR.MP, rocnogne/FS, coll.
rocnoma. The latter drove out the old nom. pl. of a masc. i-stem, and
caused its remaining cases to be declined according to the feminine
@-slems.

These plurals are a feature of Great Russian dialects, and begin to
appear in the fourteenth century: ors Gparum somxs ‘from my
brothers' 1362. They are foreign to White Russian and Ruthenian.
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114. Paradigms of Nouns.

I-stems
SNA GDL{V) 1 PNV
OR. F. KOCT- b " B0,/ HI0 "
M myT- BMB Bie /e
MidR. F. prhu- b M b "
MR. F. mbunag- b H B0 n
M. nyT- ] ém "
Ruth. F. yieT- b " Wi "
Piq. —
Consonani-stems
SNV A GL D 1 PNV
OR. F. MAT- M
MATEp- b e/n " b/ /i
N. WMHA — —_—
MMEH- em i BMb a
M. FOpOHaH- @
MidR. N. HMH — —
M- W | M a
MR. F. MaT- b b
MAaTep- " | Bk "
N. npéMA TR — —_ (mér-m
ppéMen- THTAT- | ] " M a
Ruth, F. MAT- "k b H "
sATEp- U i ] i
MATIp
N. ArHf — - (DL} o

ATHAT- o m/i a
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A G D 1 L DNAV GL D1
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115. Singular Cases. (a) Nominative and accusative. Even in
Common Slavonic the nominative and accusative cases tended to
‘coincide outside the a-declension. The i- o- u-stems had identical
forms throughloss of final -5 -m from ®*-is ®*-im, ®-o5 ®-om, ®-us *-um.
All neuters (o- n- s- nt-stems) had identical forms for the two cases. In
the wv- and masc. n-declensions the tendency to use the accusative for
the nominative was already active in Old Bulgarian, and the old
nominatives scem to have gone out in Russian definitely during the
thirteenth century: NAS. awGoes “love’ wimens ‘stone’ /OB.NS. luby
kamy AS. lubivl kameni. The form NS. nepron “church’ is exceptional;
it occurs in manuscripts down to the later fourteenth century, and
must be accounted a descendant of the original ®cirky >cerki (by
palatalization of k) >cerkei (on the analogy of other cases)/MR.NAS.
uépross. It was by means of these nominative-accusative forms that
the declensions became fused; and it was by reaction against the iden-
tity of form where sentient beings were concerned that the genitive-
accusative arose [see section 66{a) iii].

The genitive is also used in the partitive sense (are xaé6a = donner du
pain) and in negative constructions (wer xaéba=iln'y a pas de pain).
Some of the uses are curious from the Western point of view; e.g.
Mamn sgeck Her? ‘isn’t Masha here?’ (as though ‘isn't there any M.
here?'). The position in standard Russian with negative verbs is that
the object is put in the genitive except when the negative involves the
verb alone and does not extend to the object; e.g. we wnrio wmirn
‘1 am not reading the book’/me wnrdw wwiry ‘I am not readimg the
book (sc. merely glancing through it)". Polish on the other hand uses
the genitive after all negative verbs. In Old Russian the genitive was
found in examples where the partitive sense could not be called self-
evident: mmsota phusmaaro mmate ‘ye have eternal life’ r1o56-57,
Iaws nocaa maw (GD.) k 1005 “John sent us two to thee' 1354. In the
older manuscripts the accusative is found with positive varbs, but the
two cases stand side by side in yOnwa Osnorpara (GS.) u cunn (AS.)
ero “they killed O. and his son’ (14th cent.). The accusative is found,
though rarely, in Russian dislects, and in the fixed phrases wmars
afimys ‘give in marriage’, maittn sdmys: ‘to marry’ (of a woman).
The extension of the gen.-acc. to the plural of o-stems and to the
plural of feminines is the result of later analogy, and in it the animate
class covers only persons, not animals, in Ruthenian, On the other
hand, trees, games and coins are often given the same treatment as
animals: WR. miie pyGai *he has a rouble’,

(b) Vocative. The vocative was obsolete by the sixteenth century,
and has now been fused with the nominative. It has remained in
ecclesiastical use: dmae Béwe Xpweré HMmeyce, cume Gomni *Son of
God’, naps ‘O heavenly King' saagawo ‘0 Lord'. In the sixteenth
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century rocnogmee ‘my lord(s)’ Gpare ‘my brother(s)’ are merely
apostrophes, used without reference to number: cxanure, Gpate, ubA
1o seman? ‘say, brothers, whose is this land?’ Examples of the nomina-
tive for the vocative are frequent from the twelfth century onward:
Xopoauws Buocanga /-¢ -0 ‘O Chorazin and Bethsaida’. Vocatives are
frequently encountered in old documents where the nominative
should appear: sanowm uepross Cempione (VS.) Hduesaweswmue *S.D.
founded the church' 1282, npnpoma (alii ef) Merpe (VS.) Bogosnsosiis
‘there came (others and) P.V.’ (14th cent.), Canxe peue 'S. said’ (14th
cent.), etc. In Ruthenian and White Russian there are many survivals
of the vocative of o/u- and a-stems: Ruth. mice 'O fox' ywirenw ‘O
teacher’ syxo ‘O fly' pose /picso “O rose’,

In view of the equation of nominative and accusative, the vocative
may take the place of the latter: aue roh nassangyTs wan TTe HAK TOBIpe
(VS.) “if they find anywhere either thief or goods' 1392. This is a fea-
ture of folk-songs in North Great Russian, from the Onega region.
Similarly, in Serbocroat folk-songs the vocative is frequently found .
for the nominative, for metrical convenience.

(¢) Genitive, dative, locative. These three cases were fused in the
i-stems of Common Slavonic (-f G. {®eis/ois? D <7 L. *-&), but the
consonantal stems distinguished GL. -¢ <G. ®-e5, L. 7 /D. -1 {-%1. In
monosyllables the locative -m is frequently stressed under the
Fortunatov-de Saussure law; e.g. 8 nuai “in the dust’. (Ci. locative
in -¥ below). In Old Russian the influence of the i-stems on the con-
sonantal stems caused the dative flexion to éxtend to their genitive and
locative also. The a-stems in Old Russian showed G. -y/é DL. -é/i.
These were not normal hard/soft pairs and they were rationalized as
G. -y/i DL. -¢, since -€ was common to both varieties. DL. -1¢, how-
ever, has become -ii, The samz situation arose in the dual and plural:
OR.NAP. -y/¢ NAD. -é/i became -y/i -¢ respectively. Between the
eleventh and the fourteenth centuries the genitive singular vacillated:
Orpoxonwan (9=n) 1og5 Saxapun 1157, In the earlier documents GS.
-¢ is predominant, but by the fourteenth century it had become rare.
For -¢ which was proper to Russian and West Slavonic there also
appeared -ja=0B. -¢: naw aoaen ‘out of the boat’ va wosens seman ‘to
the end of the earth’ /e wwd ‘from the neck down' a0 wme “up to the
neck’ /mws rpoGan ‘out of the grave’ 1377. DL. -# also dates from the
eleventh century; rocnowck “to the lady’ 1095, aesmas “to the land”® 1215,
uy#c “to the need' 1285. DL. -f was still frequent in the fourteenth
century, and is to be found in Modern White Russian, West Ruthenian
and some South Great Russian dialects (notably that of Putivl). Ruth.
GS. Gyp-i DL. -i imply the original GS. -¢ coupled with the later DL.S.
-£. In North Great Russian D. - has spread to the i-declension: pede
grjaze (news ‘stove’ rpass ‘mud’). In the hard declension there was a
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special confusion of genitive and dative in the Novgorod region, where
it still persists. D.S. -# was found in place of GS. -y: ors Baapant “from
the bishop® 1305, ¥ Beawk y phuk “by the river Vilna’ (14th cent.).
Conversely, the use of G. -y for DL. -¢ is found in the fourteenth and
fifteenth centuries: wa owon crpasd ‘on that side’ (14th cent.),
ko cearaMa Koos (3 for ) n Jaseany ‘to Sts. C. and D.” 1400. This
usage is quite frequent in Modern North Great Russian dialects and
also in that of Putivl in the south, and it is found sporadically in the
declension of definite adjectives: s Wpbesckoe noaoctn ‘in the Jufev
district’ (14th cent.). :

LS. -¢ (of a- and o-stems), like NP. -i LP. -éch (of o-stems), induced
the second palatalization, i.e. kg ¢h >c =5, and sk >st: OR. prauk(xs)/
shaws ‘wolf’ pyub/pyxa ‘hand’ senrserh /wennera ‘womanly’. Afterthe
palatalization of &' ¢ ck’ these sounds were restored by analogy,
beginning as early as the twelfth century: senncrh 1073, Awmrrk “to
Domka' 1096, These restitutions were normal in fourteenth century
manuscripts from North Russia, and they now cover the northern and
central region, including the Moscow dialect. At Orel and Kursk are
found ¢ st. In White Russian and Ruthenian the older mutation
persists: Ruth. DLS. NAD. wuyci/NAP. uyxn NAS. wixa “fly’ (Ruth.
i <¢ u=y), LS. ayci/ayx ‘breath’.

Between the hard masc. o-stems and the w-stems there was a com-
plicated series of transactions, through which gradually the modern
declension was determined. The singular cases involved (putting the
o-forms first) were: G. a/u D, w/ovi L. #/u V. e/u, and to these have to
be added in the plural: N. i/ove G. - /ov. This matter has already been
discussed in section 112 (i#f) in general terms. During the Old Russian
period these forms were fluid. The most stable feature was the genitive
-u which was attached to some forty words that either belonged
originally to the u-declension or had become attributed to it. They may,
of course, have included original o-stems, and the use of GS. -u with
an original o-stem was frequent in Old Russian: GS. o asay “from
flax’ (Lat. linum) 1073, pocky ‘of wax'. By the sixteenth century a
distinction had been effected on the basis of meaning; GS. -u was
appropriated to nouns denoting divisible matter: MR. wéao napday
“few people’ /unénne napiaa ‘the people’s opinion’, gyur wiw ‘a pound
of tea’. It also occurs in some adverbial phrases: ¢ miny *by sight’,
Gea oAy ‘without sense’, ¢ miay /népxy ‘from below,/above’, 6 pony
‘from birth’, s nomy “out of the house’. In Ruthenian GS. -u is
limited to things. Certain Ruthenian words have both terminations:
oropon ‘garden’ muer ‘leaf” wwnit ‘flower’ cup ‘cheese’ pin “family’ wapin
‘people’ moct ‘bridge’ nivep “wind' cvia “table’; a considerable number
have only GS. -u: réaoa ‘hunger’ npiinan ‘example’ cya ‘judgment’
suyp ‘wall’ ugwop ‘sugar’ ouer’vinegar' (rjopox ‘pea’ nim‘house’ Gix ‘side’



RUSSIAN 235

cap ‘garden’ wac ‘time’ and others. The DS. -otd was a form recom-
mended by its clarity. It is found frequently in Old Russian: Jannaosn
1270, Macrepoen ‘to the artisan’ 1230. It is rare in Great Russian and
White Russian dialects, but is normal in Ruthenian: micosn “to the
fox'. The employment of LS. -u was more capricious. It was appro-
priated by nouns that happened to end in -sk: Toaouxy 1407. It is
found in some fixed adverbial expressions: & cany ‘in the garden’
Ha mocty /Gepery /ayry /wpa /noay ‘on the bridge/bank/meadow/
corner/floor’, 8. .. roay ‘in the year...', 8 yray ‘in the corner’. The
constant stress on the locative case-ending (from ®-fu) is due to de
Saussure's law and to analogy. In Ruthenian a number of words,
chiefly indicating persons or days of the week, have GS. -a/LVS. -u:
napox ‘parson’ Garensto ‘daddy’ yuenns ‘scholar’ sisrdpor "Thursday’
pyumix ‘handkerchief’ ponk “wolf’ and others.

Though the u-declension was hard only, its flexions are given soft
alternatives by analogy: DS. -evi LS. —ju.

Howon ‘homewards’ (OR. nomoss) has been explained as a loc. in
-1, but OB. domovi is certainly dative.

(d) Instrumental. In the i-declension the masculines and feminines
differed in the termination, and the distinction has been maintained:
ISF. -ju/M. -em (nyrém only). ISF. -aju/efu survives in Ruthenian
and has not been completely displaced in Modern Russian. The
alternative modern forms -oj/¢j are due partly to the weakening of the
final vowel and its absorption, partly to the analogy of the definite
declension of adjectives, in which -oj has become the ending of
oblique singular cases of the feminine. CSI. -dmi and -omi give R. -om
(with hardening of the final consonant). In Old Russian -wub is the
form most frequently used, and when -ome occurs it may be ascribed
to the usage of Old Bulgarian. Ruth. -om/em come from -dimi/imi,
since otherwise d é, lengthened by compensation for loss of final jer,
would give 4.

115A. Accent. Change of stress within the paradigm, resulting from
the historical processes described above and the workings of analogy,
while presenting a complicated picture is nevertheless reducible to
certain ‘laws’ allowing of singularly few exceptions. The position in
the singular is as follows:

(i) Masculines. Some nouns stressed on the last syllable of the nomi-
native shift the stress to the ending of all the other cases; e.g. crapin
‘old man’ G. crapusi etc, The only other shift is to the locative in -u,
which (found as a rule only in nouns with monosyllabic nominatives)
occurs as a rule only in such nouns as do not otherwise shift the stress
in the singular; e.g. can ‘garden’ G. cisa ete, L. cany.

(ii) Feminines. Apart from the occasional locative in stressed -1, no
shift occurs save in the case of some nouns stressed on the ending of
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the nominative, which move the stress to the first syllable of the
accusative; e.g. sollii “water’ BOAY, seman ‘earth’ séwmo, cropowi ‘side’
crdépony, ckopoposa ‘frying-pan’ crdeopogy.

(iii) Neuters. No shift occurs,

116. Plural Cases. (a) Nominative and accusative. Masculine i-stems
originally distinguished NP. -fje/AP, -, but the feminines had only
NAP. -i. The accusative displaced the nominative in the masculine
from the thirteenth century, and was the only form known in the
sixteenth, Earlier substitutions were: MNP. geun “days’ (11th cent.)
tpu ‘three’ (1073); from the thirteenth century: MNP. moan ‘people’
1262 nyrm ‘ways' 1271, but momgee nyTee roctee ‘guests’ awbpee
‘beasts’ tatee ‘thieves' aepsse ‘worms’ are all found in 1377. The
r-stems had NP. -¢, which passed to -7 under the influence of the
feminine i-stems. In Old Russian there are examples of the use of the
nominative for the accusative in this and other declensions: craveans
kunan (-1 for -#) n 0w "having gathered the princes and the people’
1215, Tpu (-i for -ije) na apa n aea wa Tpme (-fe for -i) “three on two
and two on three' 1357.

The feminine a-stems had OR.NAP. -y /¢, which became -y /7 in the
manner indicated in section 115 (c): patunn‘slave-girls’ 1215, Gayxrnmm
‘courtesans’ 1311, rruu ‘birds’ 1354, yOmnm ‘murderers’ 1355. It has
also been noted already that the rise of & § ch’ helped to cancel some of
the effects of the second palatalization in Russian declensions.

The o/u-stems have OR.NP. -ifove in the hard declension.
Examples of -ove with o-stems go back to the twelfth century: NP.
noconowk ‘envoys' Tarapore. This flexion is fairly frequent in North
Great Russian dialects, rare in White Russian, but common in
Ruthenian. A few nouns have retained the old nominative ending:
cocén ‘neighbour’ wopr (wépr) “devil’ pl. cocéam wépru. These plurals
are treated as soft forms: cocéa-efl -am, wepr-éa -Aim. The plural of apyr
‘friend’ preserves in the form apyasi the palatilization formerly
characteristic of this declension. Some neuters in -#9 have an analogi-
cal plural in -&m : fifiaoko “apple’ Abaosm.

MNP. -¢ survives with collectives in -jame: roposine ‘townsfolk’,

The old acc. pl. (=nom. pl. in appearance) has been preserved in
certain fixed expressions like npomasectit o ofmudpu *promote to the
rank of officer’ in which, by analogy, real nom. pls. in -u -a -# are also
used. Cf. rovdéppara & npodeccopld, a nomia » uaénw sésckoll yopism
‘he trained to be a professor and ended up as a member of the local
council’. The expression 8 ricTn means “on a visit', and in roe vk uas
B Monogke Xeath ‘it’s mot for us to ape the young ‘'uns' the nomi-
native of the adjective is similarly employed.

(b) Genitive, The i-stems developed their genitive in -¢f ( <-iji/
Ruth. -un), and this has affected the feminine r-stems. By analogy,
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some soft masculine jo-stems have acquired a GP. -¢, which has
spread to soft neuters: onémen (oaéns ‘stag’) wopéft (mope ‘sea’),
cunopéft (cun ‘son’). Masculine o-stems have generally adopted the
termination -ov of the u-declension: MGP. napinos ‘of the peoples’/
N. céa “of the villages’, Ruth. micis ‘of foxes'; some jo-stems have an
analogical GP. -ev: conossés (cononén <-GF ‘nightingale’) cryases
(crya nom. pl. eryana ‘chairs’); -ov is occasionally found with neuters:
o4kd “point’ ounde. The word erpémn "stirrup’ has the exceptional GP.
CTPEMAN.

(¢) Dative, instrumental, locative. For these cases there are three
types, corresponding to the i- a- and o-stems: -em -'mi -ech/-am -ami
-ach/-om -y -éch. There is no tendency in Russian to confuse these
endings with the dual, nor much to identify them with each other. In
those North-west Great Russian dialects which confuse &/¢ the dative
and instrumental plural are confused; in other northern dialects, in
White Russian, and in the southern dialect of Kursk, this is limited to
the use of the dative for the instrumental; s mam/c nauw ‘with us’. The
history of the three cases is that of the gradual extension of the a-forms
to all declensions.

It was during the fourteenth century that the a-forms spread over
the u/o-declension: na pacnyresxs ‘at the cross-roads’ 1354, Kumwmn-
wass ‘to the scribes’ 1355. In the fourteenth, fifteenth and even six-
teenth centuries the historical forms are still encountered: s cymayrexs
“in coffers’ (Domastrof, 16th cent.). The weakness of the o-forms was
their uncertainty. LP. -y lacked support in other declensions, though it
invaded that of the neuter consonant-stems. The o-stems had properly
OB.D. -omi L. -échd, and the u-stems D. -imi -iichi (giving -om
-ochii when the jer was vocalized in South-west Bulgarian). Hence
there was vacillation in the locative between OR. -1x%/ox3/bx%, and
the last was indistinguishable in sound from -exs <-sxu (of the
i-stems). There was no such hesitation about the a-forms. Their
taking the place of u/o-forms was an advance in precision. IP. -y is
found in fairly modern literary usage: cu Tecommmu moporm ‘with
wooden gates’ (Pugkin), and by contamination with -ami it produces
-amy: dial. slezamy ‘tears’ gorodamy ‘cities’. These mixed forms are
widespread in North, South and White Russian. A medizval example
is Gemakonsnumu ‘by the lawless' 13356, if it is not a scribal error.

The neuter consonant-stems tended to identify themselves in the
plural with neuter o-stems. The history of their cases is thus the same
as that of the o-stems.

The extension of the a-forms over the i-stems was later than over
the o-stems and caused vacillations which are still present in that
declension. Masculines passed over to the jo-declension in the singular,
but that circumstance had no immediate effect on their treatment in
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the plural. In the first part of the sixteenth century all but nys “way’
had joined the jo-declension in the singular. But there were still found:
rocreh tated rerepeseit [P, rocremm tateum, etc., declined according to
the i-stems. As we have seen, the GP. -¢ (OR. -nn) was extended to
many. jo-stems from the thirteenth century onwards: wbusaun ‘of
monies’ 1270, xumann ‘of princes’ (14th cent.), MR. pyGa-én/én ‘of
roubles’. The LP. -ech was a less distinctive form, since it was identical
in sound with -éch in Russian, and the dative -em was easily confused
with the same case of the jo-stems; but the instrumental has proved
highly resistent as -‘mi: aomagswii ‘with horses’ wocrumit “with bones’
At ‘with people’ asepsmit ‘with doors’ ersui “with children’. It
has not, however, shown much power of expansion: IP. sarepnui
gowepesnt are found as well as matepsimn gouepim ‘by mothers/
daughters’; but that is the extent of the advance. The a-forms have
monopolized the dative and locative in Modern Russian and Ruthen-
ian, and they have spread to the greater number of i-stems, notably to
all in -osf -esf, and to those ending in a palatal (¢ £ & J): wacrimn by
parts’ mowann ‘by nights'. Masculine n-stems passed into the i-class
before joining the jo-declension, and feminine wy-stems were immi-
grants into the i-class; neither stem shows the IP. -'mi which is
characteristic of the declension.

Borrowed neuters in -0 -¢ (-2) are for the most part not declined
(save sometimes in the colloquial): wuné ‘cinema’ raanpé ‘riding
breeches’, etc.

116A. Accent. (Cf. 115A). (i) Masculines. Nouns which shift the
stress in the singular likewise stress the endings of the plural, with the
exception of a very few nouns (e.g. xons ‘horse’) in which the ending
of the nominative plural only is not stressed. Certain nouns initiate
the shift with the nominative or genitive plural; in either case all the
remaining cases stress the ending; e.g. canm cands ‘gardens’ nowropa
aokropis ‘doctors’ mépu Bopom ‘thieves’. Exceptional is the form
miban ‘people’ which (like aému “children’) stresses the genitive but not
the other plural endings: monéh perén /mbpam éram. Nouns which
stress the ending of the nominative plural and have zero-ending in the
genitive stress the last syllable of this case; an example is séa0c “hair’
NP. soaock GP. voadc DP. soaocam.

(ii) Feminines. Some nouns which stress the ending of the nomina-
tive singular move the accent back in the nominative plural, either to
the first syllable (e.g. cronopond “frying-pan’ NP. cxésopogu) or (in
the case of certain polysyllables) to the penultimate syllable (e.g.
cupota ‘orphan’ NP. cupdra). In the latter type the stress remains on
this syllable throughout the rest of the paradigm. In the former the
stress may remain on the same syllable as the nominative plural
throughout (e.g. wena "wife' NP, wénu GP. suén DP. ménau etc.) or it
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may shift to the ending of the dative and subsequent cases (e.g.
CHOBOPOEM etc.); in any case there is a tendency to stress the last
syllable of the genitive: cecrpa ‘sister’ NP. cécrpu GP. cecrip (DP.
céerpam /cectpam). Many feminines in -b initiate a shift of stress to
the ending in the genitive plural, e.g. adwaxs “horse’ mats ‘mother’
GP. nomagéit smarepést DP. aomazsiv Matepis.

(iii) Neuters. Many nouns in -o and -e shift the stress in the plural,
e.g. cead “village' NP, ciaa, nepevend “spindle’ seperéun, daepo ‘lake’
oaBpa, mdpe ‘sea’ mopd, Subsequent cases regularly stress the same
syllable as the nominative plural (céa cénam, peperén peperéaam, oadp
oaépas, mopéfl Mopsim). Nouns in -ma regularly stress the last syllable
of the plural: ius ‘name’ NP, umend GP, umén DP, nwenim etc. (But
anams ‘banner’ has NP. anaména etc.)

117. Numerals. 1. M. omiin N. ogud F. ogni ‘one’, also used for ‘a’,
‘alone’, ‘only’, ‘nothing but' (MNP. ogmi; FP. ommé (oann)—disused
since 1917) is by origin a demonstrative and follows that declension;
népeuit “first' Ruth. népumi.

2—4 (and *both’).

N A GL D F
ARt st L4l
OR. M. aLn- a a 0y Haa
NF. i o +
Mid.R. MN. an- a a y(x®) HMt /Bua ima
F. + +
- n n ex €Mh /eMa EMIT e
HeTHp- & o BX Mi Ma /BMu
MR. MN.  an- a NG ¥x ;.'; ¥MA
i [
MN. il f NG
F, ©
MN. oii- nx L nui
F. obé :
- " NG Bx By eMA
YETHp-  © LM
Ruth. M. an- i NG 0% oM OMA
NF. i
- ] 0% oM B
QOTH- " Ox dm (o) md

During the Middle Russian period the dative emerges as a distinct
case with the plural ending. The locative also took a plural ending, and
imparted it to the genitive: qanyxn. Then dvu- replaced dov- as the
stem, and formed 1P. aeywd, by conflation of LP. -mi with 1D, -ma.
This form then spread to rpn werdpe. In Ruthenian this type of de-
clension is extended to 5—g as an alternative: mar-s "five' GL. -it/six
D. si/pém I. -emé. 2nd-4th: sropéit tpémui werséprun/Ruth. apyrun
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rpérafl wernépruft, Tpérnd is declined like praGail (see section 118). The
form Tperéil (< -ifi) occurs in the expression cam-tperét (‘self the
third’, i.c.) “self and two others’ and in Tpersésogun ‘the day before
yesterday' (dial.).

5-10. nate weets cems (OB, sedmi) nocems (OB, osmi) néuars aéoaTs
are f-declension nouns (sg.) governing the following noun in the
genitive plural; sth—roth: mimaf mectéft cepnumén nocesmén gendTun
pecamaf. Ruth: 6 miers 7 cim 8 sicim. Short forms of the ordinals
oceur in cas-moct "self and five others’ etc. (*Self and one other' is
cam-1pyr). Other ordinal forms are so-néprux so-sTopux ete, (in the
first place’ etc.) and, with discrepant accent, mnepndfl “for the first
time’.

11-19g. These were originally formed by a number capable of
inflexion--na gecnre : namk wa gecare (GS.) ‘15'. Then by hyper-
trophe of flexion, both numbers were made to agree: asyma ua
aecarema (LD.) 1307. This usage lasted till the seventeenth century,
when namamajnecara is attested. Now the flexion is restricted to the
second element, and the whole is treated as a fem. f-stem: opinEsMATS
‘11’ peendauars ‘12 werhpnaanats ‘14', Ruth. oamuéfuars apanaihyars
wicaifinate. The genders of 1 and 2 are chosen arbitrarily, and 4 is
contracted (also 6 in Ruthenian), while aéears suffers a contraction not
normally encountered in the development of Russian.

20-go. CSLOB. diva deseti (NMD.) has been assimilated to fem.
i-stems (sg.): awdanarte; CSLOB. #ri desgte (pl.) has also been assimi-
lated to an s-stem: tpimmate. CSLOB. peti deseti (GP.) has been
preserved as nameuecir [p'idisdt], and so on upwards, both parts
declined as i-stems. Jlenandcro ‘go” has been explained as dévjaf do sta
‘9 to 100"/Cz. devadesdt {deveti desetii. Chpox ‘40’ (Ca. étyFicet <letyre
desgte) is an innovation; either from MGk. copaxovra or ON. serkr (a
number of skins, which were the Slav tribute to the Rurikids).

100: cTo 2o0: anécru (ND.) jo0: Tpitera (NP.) 500: namkeir (GNP
1000: THcAua zooo: ane THcam (FD.) sooo: nate raesu (GFF.).

Forms of the collectives described in section 69 extant in Modern
Russian are the neuter singulars apde Tpoe nitnepo etc. used in certain
contexts with the genitive plural of the noun, c.g. anée pevén ‘two
children’, or as pronouns in such constructions as ux 610 Tpoe ‘there
were three of them'. The oblique cases have plural forms: G. nposix
derédt D aposim gérnm ete. There are also the adverbs numiy “two to-
gether' etc.

From the ordinal sropéit ‘second’ is derived the fractional number
noaropd ‘one and a half’ (lit. "half of the second’).

The adverbs oanisan ‘once’ apdmon “twice” rpibima ‘thrice’ appear
to contain as their sccond element the verbal root §id- ‘go’, with §
changed to £ by assimilation.
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While all nouns, as we have seen, take the genitive singular after z,
3 4 (22, 32, ete.), adjectives take cither the nominative-accusative or
genitive plural with these numbers. Certain demonstratives may take
the nominative-accusative with all numbers; e.g. sanaami see TpiuaT.
‘he paid all the thirty (roubles)’. Cf. Te néekonsko crpor ‘those few
lines’, wépes wakie-nnGyas aérpeprTs wach ‘in about a quarter of an
hour'.

Distribution is expressed by no with the accusative or dative: n6 asa
pyGasi “‘two roubles each’.
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118. Adjectives. The definite and possessive adjectives are declined
thus:
SNV A G D L I
on A00p- ‘:,‘ ::;"F o :G} oT0 oMy oMb BME )M
F. an yio oh /uh on /bt 0
CHH- M. w/mm NG
’ Mb ) ME
N. e N } o E'E__,._f_a n(n)
F. aa WK bbb en aka
MidR. HoB- M. of NG} a0 oMy e i
N. a8 N i e
F. an ¥ He ofl 00
MR. MOI00- M. ORh NG f e
e g S M DR .
F. 4n AL aft
[T B M. wuil NG Or0, etc.
CHH- M. muh NG
N. ee N } S o :"‘ f
F. AR 00 eh
Haawon- M. — NG
N6 N } 5" ¥ = e
F. a ¥ oft
pual- M. uh NG
pralisn- /o eMy aM "M
N. o N - —
F. 8 ] el
Ruth.  pifip- M. uf NG ore oMy im "M
N. efee N S
F. a/fam ¥/yw  oi ift o8
rye- MN. inje i is
rych- MN. 0ro oMy
ryc- F. n in
rych- F. ol 0
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e wh an
an N H{n)xs L (W) e ) man tu 0K H(m)ma
wh N " tu
i +E fiA

A N uinxsn {1k i1 atat '] } ] niu)ma
+h N un

(F ] NG HXb WML fri

1 NG HX M BIMM

ne NG HX HM T

W NG HX M HME g

" NG ux WM uMu

i1 NG nx um [LET

i NG ix im imm
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The spelling of the Russian adjectival flexions is traditional and
obscures some of the principal features. The nom. sg. masc. of the
definite declension is revealed under the accent to be -of ( <uji), GS.
-0go. When unstressed these become [9j ava], which are represented
by MR. -y -ago (the latter till 1917) out of deference to Old Bul-
garian orthography. In older spellings stressed -ago is also found, and
there are surnames in -éro (and -1ax). Many speakers use the spelling-
pronunciation for -xufl, -rmf, -xud. In the plural, the distinction
M. -ye/NF. -yja (abolished in 1917) dates only from the eighteenth
century and is purely orthographical, since both are pronounced [ij2].
In the sixteenth century there was only NPMF. -ye, corresponding
to APM. -ye and NAPF. -ye <-yé (with the usual soft equivalents).

CSLNSM. -iji/iji appears somewltat rarely in Old Russian as
-thi/fi: ymspun ‘dead’ 1215, Ton 1220="1n 1270, Cliwrs Bowen ‘Son of
God' 1144. These endings develop normally into -j/¢j. Old Bulgarian
lengthened i to y and 7 to i before j, giving -yi/ii; this was the general
usage in Old Russian spelling and has been retained, quite conven-
tionally, in Modern Russian. In stressed positions -of/ej gradually
predominated after the fifteenth century.

Some uncontracted forms are found in Old Russian in -um/un-
(ISMN. GLDIP. DID.). They have been shortened. The demon-
strative declension has continued to exert a powerful influence upon
that of the definite adjectives. GSMN. -ogo D. -omu L. -om are
forms due to analogy of G. toré D. rouy L. tom/-ago -umu -ém, the
natural results of contraction in these cases. This result was attained
by the eleventh century, as may be seen from the spellings 3aatoycroro
‘of Chrysostom’ toysmero /soywutero “of the stranger’ caapsnosy ‘to the
famous’ 1073. Dissyllabic forms are sometimes heard in the Moscow
dialect and in folk-songs: so cimsnoes ropoge 8o Kuese ‘in the famous
town of K.".

The feminine singular has also been reshaped under the influence of
the pronouns. The forms were CSL.GSF. -3¢ (in Russian and West
Slavonic/OB. -yje) DL. -&i 1. -gjo, with the flexions of both the
indefinite adjective and the suffixed pronoun visible. The hard
demonstrative pronoun had GS. toé D. toji L. tejp. In Old Russian
GSF. -yé/oé were concurrent; the latter became -, and so identical
with DL. -¢fi >-0j. The intermediate forms are rare, but Toef is found
in 1663. It is also heard in the modern Moscow dialect occasionally,
and in the North Great Russian folk-songs. In White Russian it is
restricted to the pronoun, the adjective having the fully contracted
ending. Apparently simifar forms of the demonstrative in Ruthenian
are merely coincidental; they are due to the analogy of the possessive
personal pronouns. LSF. -gju has been assimilated to the three other
cases in the modern period of Russian,
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In the plural we have to note the use of the ace. masc. for the nom.
though the cases were correctly distinguished in Old Russian.

In theory there is a complete nominal declension of the indefinite
adjective, but it is little used in the literary language apart from the
nom.: SM. uon ‘new’ N. o F. -4 PMNF. -u/cun-s ‘blue’ -e - -H,
where it serves merely as predicate together with “to be’ and similar
verbs. There are traces of other cases in stereotyped expressions, e.g.
cpeqt Géaa amn “in broad daylight’, and in popular language, e.g.
ou e aa Géay pyuxy ‘he (took) her by her little white hand’. A
strengthened jer or a fill-vowel may appear in the short form of the
masculine: yuén ‘sensibl€” (< umini), son ‘cross’ (< zitli), The short
form of the soft sickpesynn ‘sincere’ is M. ckpenen F. HeKpeHHa etc,
Certain adjectives, including those in -cxuit and -ensxut have no short
forms (though cf. place-names like Cuoaéiuck and the adverbs-in -cku
from the short instrumental plural), and the long forms of adjectives
are often used in the predicate though short forms exist. With the
long forms, *how’ and “so’ are expressed not by the adverbs kax and
Tak but by the adjectives kaxén and Tandh: owd Taxan xopéwenskan ‘she
is so prettyl' The indefinite declension of adjectival participles has also
been lost, and the definite participles have become adjectives.

Possessive adjectives are formed from masculines by means of the
suffix -ov/ev and from feminines by means of -fn: nonds “priest’s son,
Parsons’ Amapées ‘Anderson’ cécrpun ‘sister’s’ 1lapitin ‘Empress's
town' (now Stalingrad). The suffix -in is also used with masculines,
and occasionally the suffix used is -i¢: Gpamuun ‘brother’s’ Do/
@omirt “Thompson®. Based on these are the Russian patronymics,
which agree in gender with the baptismal name: Mérp Nanaonns
‘Peter son of Paul’, Aumn Hisaosna ‘Anna daughter of Paul’. They
are definite by nature, and so do not require further definition by
means of a demonstrative, In fact, however, they follow a mixed de-
clension, in which some of the cases follow the definite declension
(SMN. loc. instr., SF. gen. dat. loc., PMNF. gen. dat. loc. instr.),

Another group with mixed flexions is that formed from the names of
animals: putui “fish-" -be -un. They are not definite by nature, but they
are analogous to adjectives formed from such common nouns as
‘sister’ ‘brother’. The suffix used is -fj-, attached to the noun-stem, and
followed by definite (soft) flexions: SMN. gen. pis- sero instr. -sum
SF. acc. -sw P. nom. -un gen. -wnx, etc.

In the long (attributive) form of comparative adjectives the -§- of the
oblique cases has spread in Russian to the MN: Hoséfmunn /OB, novéi.
Such forms are declined like normal soft adjectives: FN. nopéfuan /OB,
novéjifija; similasly wicmmn (with analogical s for § from the positive
uucoinnl /OB, vy§iji) etc. In the modern language these forms tend to
be used only in fixed phrases or in senses not strictly comparative, e.g.

¥
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micund ‘superior’; they are in fact superlatives rather than compara-
tives, and the comparative attributive is usually expressed by means of
the word Gdace ‘more’ with the positive. Russian also present com-
paratives of this type apparently based on the addition of -&if- to gut-
turals: erpor ‘strict’ crpomafumn ‘strictest’, sucér ‘high' sucowénumi
‘highest’, rénok “fine’ Tomvittmun ‘finest’, together with analogical
formations like Gmusxinumun ‘nearest’ from Gmisor ‘near’, short
comparative Gmiwe. Superlative: wamajuumn  ‘best’ (literary),
npeoceaménnan ‘most reverend’; normally expressed by camun +
positive or comparative: cimufl kpaciisufl ‘most beautiful’ camun
afunmft ‘best’.

The short (predicative) form of the comparative has been reduced
in Russian to the neuter -¢ -dje (giving Russian -ee or -en) for all
genders and numbers: 1om novée ‘the house is newer' kmiira voséde ‘the
book is newer'; this form is sometimes used attributively, e.g.
Kpacitsell synctinm néT ‘there is no more handsome man’, The addi-
tion of -¢ produces changes in the stem of the type shown in section
70 (@) iii: xyme ‘worse' wame ‘higher’, and also specifically Russian
developments (many of them analogous): Goriue (/Goratéftumn) from
Gorar ‘rich’, wiwe(/anerétmnn) from wner ‘clean’, Tousme from Tonos
‘thin, fine', 66asme ‘greater, more’ (and Goaee ‘more’, adverh), caatme
and ragGwe from caal ‘weak’ rayfox ‘deep’ (perhaps under the
influence of nopéwe *dearer’ crpowe ‘stricter’ etc.) and so on. The
prefix no has a weakening effect: nosoadse ‘a bit younger'.

The superlative of the short forms is usually expressed by adding
the word seex “of all': d7a swaura agwme seex (lit. “‘this book is better of
all’). The adverbial superlatives sanGoaee ‘most’ nanvénes ‘least’ are
however in frequent use; e.g. manménce kpacinan wménumpa ‘the least
beautiful woman'.

118A. Accent. There is no accent-shift in the positive declension of
attributive adjectives, all cases of all genders and numbers being
stressed as in the nom.sg.masc.; but shifts are common in the short
{predicative) forms, both as compared with the stressed syllable of the
corresponding attributive adjective and as regards the various genders
and numbers of the short forms. The latter shifts resemble those
occurring in the past tense, which is itself a short adjective in form
{see section 108 A}, and are mainly of two types. In one, the stress
moves to the ending of the feminine, neuter and plural, e.g. mnpdx
‘wide' mmporad mmpokd mupoki; in the other only the feminine ending
is stressed, e.g. (BecBanil ‘gay’/) pécenr -0 -m pecemi. There are also
mixed types. In the comparative the ending is regularly stressed if
preceded by one syllable only, e.g. wectiée ‘more honourable’
Apespéfini ‘most aged'/apopdsee ‘healthier' nowrénmefwmi ‘most
respected’.
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119. Definite Article. Some Russian dialects, especially in the north,
have sought to compensate for the loss of the demonstrative sense of
the definite declension (which has become merely attributive, without
the sense of definition) by developing an enclitic definite article. There
was already a tendency to such things in Common Slavonic: OB. ti
si are often used as demonstrative enclitics with hardly any value
beyond definition (OB. rabo-ti “this/the slave’ dini-si ‘this day, today’).
The development of MB. -dt -to -ta -te is independent of NGtR. -,
but is no doubt the result of realizing the same latent possibilities of
Slavonic; it should be noted that there is an affixed article in the
adjacent Roumanian and Albanian. At first the article was fully
declined and differed from the demonstrative only in the weakened
meaning: cMepE TOTE opath aowanswo row ‘the serf to plough with the
horse’. At Sadrinsk (Perm) it is still fully declined, though with some
aberrations from the demonstrative pattern: MSN. mufik-ot ‘the
peasant’ (G. -d-to D. -ii-tu . -6m-to PN, -i-te L. -dch-tu) FSN.
dordga-ta ‘the road’ (A. -u-tu G. -i-to etc.). It is found before the noun
in folk-songs: Ges 66w, Gea apaxm, Ges TOrd KPOBONPOARTEA BEXHKOTO
‘sans war, sans fight, sans great bloodshed.” In literary Russian and in
most dialects the enclitic is reduced to -ot, to, though -tu (acc. fem.)
survived to the eighteenth century; npésor (npok ‘profit’) occurs in
Gribojedov’s Gore of uma (1823). Almost any part of speech may take
-to as an emphatic particle in Modern Russian: si-ro? ‘me, you mean?’
p téM-10 1 géao ‘that’s just the point’ sufimu-ro? ‘go out, eh?”. Tt may
be added that in a sentence like por omit mucroaér the pronoun
amounts to a definite article: ‘here are the pistols’.
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120. The Demonstrative Declension. This includes relatives, inter-
rogatives, demonstratives, and indefinite pronouns:

SNV A G D L I
OR. T- M, () NG L
A N } oro oMY b BMe
F. a ¥ ok on oI
M. (n) /NG ! 3
o e } 1&ra TEMY TEME nvs
F. |[n) L 1eh 1M 1250
MidR. - M. ore NG} 3 e ooy s
N. o N R e
F.. = ¥ ok of 0
c- M. (cech, NG era eMy EM Hwn
cilt ‘cef) A
F. n/m iw /o eh/ee be eft a0
MR. K- (kT0) ord ard oMy oM oM
- (o) {4mo) erd oMy Em
M. mecs NG
Bi- erd ey éM M
N & N K £ ;
F. * o el
Ruth, T M. on NG : S : i
N o N arm MYy im u
F.oa ¥ i} ift LT
K- (xTa) org
T
o (im10) (mo) 0 oMy im L
M. Bech NG
BC- éro EMy inm in
N. » N T L

F. n D &1 ift 10
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The principal words of the hard declension of demonstratives, etc.,
are: tor “that’ dvor “this’ ou -6 -4 “he, it, she’ (see section 121) Ko
'who?" omin ‘one’ cam ‘self” /soft: cen ‘this' uent ‘whose’ wro “what?'
sece "all’ Mol ToR cooll nam sam ‘my, ete.” The accusative of cami is
caso (cf. eg). For the use of cam with short ordinals, see section 117.
Hen is declined like rpéruii: GSM. wperd ete. The GF, neest in Bees Pyen
‘of all Russia’ is the ChSl. equivalent of OB. viseje. Other pronouns,
like wordpuft “who, which' néxoropuit ‘a certain’ sedannn “each’, follow
the definite declension of adjectives. CSl. kiji appears in the obsole-
scent koft “which® and the derived wésmil ‘a certain’. For kancuit ‘each’
see section 124.

The simpler demonstratives are also used as enclitic particles;
ti-tad 3> tor (dvor with epideictic prefix), ki-to &-to > kro wro, si-si >
MidR. cecn; ti-i > Ruth. To, &-ji >ue (stem b-), si-jf > ceit have the
definite suffix. Ruth. Toft ta/ran 1o /rée show suffixed and suffixless
forms side by side. In Ruthenian the hard forms have strongly affected
the soft ones: wift gen. moro wamworo wdro céro /cudro. The hard instr.
Tem has caused the substitution of e for 7 in the soft yew /OR, unue, Kro
had instr. wbss (still attested as late as the 14th cent.), for which whus
was also found, with restored & and hard m (1334), MR. sem. OB. di-to
has gen. ¢i-so; OR. whts un unco we tanno ‘there is nothing hid'. As
there was no parallel for the genitive ending -so the case was rebuilt
upon the nominative: wro: xord :: aro: werd, But &so (substituted
for the nom.) gave &fo ffo ffo Ruth. mp (also in a number of NGtR.
dialects), cf, P.Cz. co. The instrumental wes is used for ‘than’, and
wesm . .. tem ... is used like English ‘the (more) the (merrier)'.
The genitive toré is the ‘er’ of the hesitant speaker; in this sense it
is sometimes spelt rond. The interrogative uro is sometimes distin-
guished by an accent from the conjunction wro ‘that’. The genitive
of uwurd ‘nothing’ is the celebrated muwers, meaning ‘all right, not
bad, doesn’t matter’. ko with a verb in the singular is frequently
used as relative to a plural: peex Tex, ¥ro orkasusaerca ‘of all those
who refuse’. The negative pronouns insert a preposition after the
negative prefix: am o xds ‘about no one’. Yro (and werd) often mean
‘why'.

Indefinite pronouns and adjectives are formed by adding the neuter
-to: avé-ro “something’, or by adding ki-bo: uré-:mbo ‘anything (you
like)', or a suffix -uuGyan (ni4-bud imperative of Gurs) : wré-undyas
‘anything’, or lastly by prefixing won (k@ji): wée-uro ‘something or
other’. In some constructions the simple forms w10 uro we {like the
adverbs korgs ‘when', ete.) are used in the indefinite sense.

FND. nom. ace. té took the place of the old plural forms after the
end of the thirteenth century: Th enacawrben “‘those are saved' 1282, In
the fourteenth century MNFP. nom. acc. -¢ was common to T oz
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ot caww; it is the source of Ruth. -i (noni/poni “they’ cami/cawmi
alternate in that language). In modern literary Russian e nce,* but
otherwise the plural is in ~f (s camit) or MN. -i/F. -¢ (omm fonk"),
though the latter distinction has been abolished since 1917. The
vowel e or i is carried through the cases of the plural so as to agree
with the nom. pl. 7e: Tex : : 4 : dmux. The forms in § were proper to
soft stems, and represent an invasion of the hard declension by them.
The interchangeability of /i is attested in old documents: neums 1328
(Moscow), cuoems 1397 (Kiev), cnoesn 1562, In some NGtR. dialects
loc. moéw instr. mosim appear as moém moém (pl. moéch moémi). On the
other hand, many GtR. dialects, together with White Russian and
Ruthenian, have loc. pl. -ych (Ruth. -ux) on the analogy of adjectives:
tych odnych samych.

* Bew is the one word in which the abolition of & can lead to-ambiguity, In
many contexts it is not immediately apparent whether neut. sg. m# or pl. see is
intended. Of late there has been a marked increase in the use of the dineresis in
this and other words; some modern texts indicate every case of &, The old spelling
also distinguished between sips ‘world’ and Mups ‘peace’.
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121, Personal Pronouns. These are:

SNV A G DL I PNV
OR. Alas)
M- il (D) K
MEH- [ @
MLH- ® oK
H-
-
T- il u(D)
cefl 'reb- & [ /e
col froh- + 1)
B B
MR. A MEHH MOHA MHE Miaf Sk
{eef/cob-) T™H Tedi el Tebé tobofl /ol BH
Ruth. f MeHE MR Menl /MUEL  MHOR Mt
™ Telhé Telhé Tobi Tobdio nn

1. OB. azi '1" is not often found in Old Russian. The loss of -z was
presumably due to the effect of syntactical combinations on a mono-
syllable. The other cases have a different stem, which appears as
men /mn/mno-. The nom. su (L. més) perhaps takes its initial from the
singular; its initial may have been originally %, as in the dual ¥k
*wé, The enclitic forms (ADS. ADP.) are now encountered only in
dialects, but AS. ma has no doubt influenced the GS. menn/mene,

2, and reflexive. The stem fob- is proper to the instrumental, but has
spread to the dative-locative in Ruthenian. For -¢ we find -¢ (gen. dat.)
from the eleventh century onwards, thanks to the identity of these
sounds and probably to the analogy of the noun declensions (L. -£):
wenh 105657, Te0b 1095. In some NGtR. dialects (as at Onega) -
takes the place of -e: céou. The instrumental -oju has been shortened
to -of by weakening of the final vowel, as in nouns, demonstratives and
adjectives. The dative of the reflexive pronoun is used idiomatically
in such expressions as cumire ceGé ‘just go on sitting’, eajwawr 1a
metor cebé ‘they listen and just go on drinking’. Reciprocal relations,
if not expressed by the reflexive, employ the word apyr ‘friend":
apyr apyra ‘one another’, apyr ¢ apyrom ‘with one another’, etc.
It should be noted that s ¢ nasm, lit. “we with you’, means “you
and I'.

The oblique cases of 3 pers. ou etc. are taken, as in other languages,
from the demonstrative *ji (gen. eré dat. emy gen. pl. nx etc.). After
prepositions they prefix the » originally terminating the prepositions
sti{n) wil(n) kid(n): y merd ‘at his place’ k wum ‘to them'. The locative
never appears without accompanying prepositions and so always
presents this n:(o) néw, (8) ned, (ua) mux. The n does not appear when
the pronoun stands for a possessive adjective: y nerd/y erd orua "at his
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A GL D 1 DNV A GL DI
M/ach Ak M/AML aMu . a Ak ami
(s ME HEON) a (as 85 ‘ma)

HAL Hi Ham MM
e B BAM BaAMK
HaQ Mo HAM THIT]
etc. 3

(pron.) place/at his (adj.) father’s place’. The only form requiring
comment is the gen. sg. fem.: OB. gen. jeje acc. jo. Corresponding to
gen. jeje in East and West Slavonic was jejé (eb 1073), Ruth ei’. The
modern form eé [j1j5] appears to be due to the influence of masc. neut.
erd [jivd], and as eré was used for the accusative, even of neuters,
e took over the functions of the acc. fem., and the Russian equivalent
of jo disappeared. The spelling en was used for the genitive till 1917
under Church Slavonic influence.

When the preposition no takes the dative of nouns it rather curious-
ly takes the locative of the corresponding pronouns. Reflections of
the short forms of the pronouns occur sporadically in colloquial

speech.
(iii) INDECLINABLES

122. Adverbs* Many of the forms found in Old Bulgarian (see
section 73) are absent in Russian, or only appear in that language as
borrowings. From the neuter of a word corresponding to OB. tolika
“so great’ is derived, with shortening of the §, the adverb Téanko ‘only’.
A prefixed s (? preposition sit) gives créabio “so much’. From koliki
‘how great’ is derived cxéapko ‘how much’. (This use of s- is only
found in ESL; cf. Ruth. ckianko). Kax *how’ and rak “so’ appear to be
the masculines kaki taki used analogically (OB. kako tako); Tax is also
used for “just, simply, in any case’, and kax un means “however {much,

*Modern Russian grammar distinguishes between adverbs and particles on
the one hand and ‘modal’ or ‘parenthetic’ words and particles on the other;
in some cases one and the same word may be used in either function, an example
being the word ‘definitely’, which is used adverbially in He definttely refused and
‘modally’ in He is defimitely mad. In the present work, modal words and particles
are discussed under the more conventional heading of Adverbs and Particles.
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etc.)'. Adverbs from adjectives have the o/e of the neuter (though not
always the same stress as the neuter adjective; cf. Serbocroat): npiirao
‘pleasantly’ kpaitue ‘extremely’, save for those in -ciuit, which end in -n
(OB. -y, LP): noawriueckn ‘politically’. Much use is made of the prepo-
sition 1o : no-némoMy ‘in new style', no-anrmiiickn ‘in English, no-uéemy
(/moemy) ‘in my opinion’, mowemy ‘why’ (conjunction motomy wto
‘because’), mosromy ‘for this reason’; with comparatives: mockopée
‘as fast as possible’. Instrumentals: secndt ‘in spring’, yTpom ‘in
the morning’, wéusio ‘at night’, Taxi 66pasom ‘in such a fashion, so’,
etc. 3neck ‘here’ represents si-dé-si, and ryt ‘here’ tu-to. The usual
word for ‘today’ is ceromun, G. of ced gens ‘this day’ and therefore
pronounced [é1vidnia]; the colloquial mamémiun ‘the other day' re-
presents the locative construction onomi ding; Tenéps ‘now’ derives from
*to-pirv-; cf. Cz. tepro(e) and P. dopiero ‘only’ (used in the temporal
sense of German erst). Other adverbs worthy of mention are sniue
‘otherwise' (OB. inako); vomaic and cefwic ‘at once’ (wac ‘hour’
originally meant ‘time’; cf. Cz. das); nuepa “yesterday’ (OB. vifera; cf.
veleril ‘evening’); ymd “already’ (OB. u-fe ju-e; cf. L. jail), which also
appears colloquially in the forms yu and y:6, the latter meaning ‘later
on’ or ‘just wait till T get hold of you!’; em@ “still, yet’, which is some-
times unaccented ewe [j15':2] and occurs in the curious expression
e O ‘rather! not half! of course!’; noka “for the time being’, which
is also used as the conjunction “while’ and (with a negative verb) “till’;
it seemns to derive from a form nowoan (cf. OB. koli ‘how much, when');
kyad ‘whither’ (OB. kodu kodé "whence'), orgna "whence', cwogi
‘hither'—but sy ‘everywhere’, also weané (visi-dé); nomolt "home
(-wards)’ (sec section 115), similarly noadh ‘down’ (OR. puaoms);
nposs ‘away’ (OB. prod ‘remainder’); duens ‘very’, the origin of
which is wrapped in mystery; secsma ‘quite’ (OB. visima); iswe ‘even’
(OB. da-Ze ne “before’); nupdues ‘besides’ (npéumit ‘other, remaining’;
cf. npoun above); andes “perhaps’ (a-ovo-se) and meGofics ‘1 dare say’
(me Génea ‘fear not'), which occur together in the saying asdce nelofcs
a0 wak-muiyas ‘1 expect we shall manage somehow’; eana “hardly’ (OB.
jedva); éne ‘hardly’ (<je-1é); uym (aymh-uyre) ‘almost, hardly’ and
winays ‘not at all’, from the infinitive &uf (MR. uynte ‘to sense, smell’);
apna(-m) ‘hardly’ (paa ‘row, rank’); Tous-s-rous ‘exactly’ (réura
‘point, dot'); xpyrim ‘round’, an instrumental form of wpyr ‘circle’
with a different stress from the normal instrumental wp¥rom; oxHisHIR
‘once’ etc. (see section 117); nuwanyficra ‘please’ [see section g9 (a)]; son
‘out’ {cf. mw ‘outside’; it is not the same wor@® as wn meaning ‘lo’).
Adverbial expressions include ro n aéao ‘now and again’, sano-no-siay
‘litde by little’, Toaewo wro ‘just’ (temporal), wak pas ‘just’, a 10
‘otherwise, or else’, kar me! "undonbtedly!, vord (n) vasu ‘before you
know it’, kyaa sax ‘ever so', cf. Kyaa ayume ‘ever so much better’. -
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123. Prepositions and Prefixes. Most of these occur both in their
Russian and in their Old Bulgarian (Church Slavonic) form. They
appear under different guises according to the treatment of the jers;
e.g. # 8o (in some cases Church Slavonic) su-yuiirs “suggest’ (vim ufi
‘into the ears’); sa- Be- Bos- Boc- mao- from wvis(d), reduced to-g- in
Betath “stand up’ sedgnms ‘horseman’; wépes upea. Déla is replaced by
Aan ‘for’ from *dila (lit, ‘along of’; cf. géarun ‘long’, OB. prodiliti
‘prolong’ etc.), with which are connected méaae ‘beside, by, near’
(vis-dil-) and noane ‘near’ (po-dil-). In addition to the literary
(Church Slavonic) méncy are found colloquial sew and nposés (from
*medj-; cf. S. méd); the prefix appears as semay (-napéamunt ‘inter-
national’), mem (-ay6umn ‘interdental’) and, in a few words, seno-,
e.g., Mencnoycofue ‘feud’. The latter form perhaps originates in this
word, as a result of dissimilation (y-y >o-y); a like dissimilation
may have occurred in noaoywman ‘half-witted’, unless this word
represents a Greek wolaPdpeves. Ofo is used before certain mornio-
syllables and in certain compounds: oo mue ‘about me', oGofiTi “to-
go around'; o6 is always used before vowels and occasionally before
consonants: Gireca 06 sakain ‘to bet’. Tepe-/npe-, only the latter being
used in the superlative sense (npespécuun ‘beautiful’). Iépen/npen.
Poa-/paa- [see section 88(b)]. The non-nasal on- (see vin, section 74)
occurs in ouyua ‘legging’ (root u- ‘put on footwear' in o6-j1u etc.).
Prefix mu- is used as well as us-. Compound prepositions are of two
types: (i) maoas ‘along’ (aoan ‘length’), smécro ‘instead of’ (méero
‘place’), sowpyr ‘round’ (kpyr ‘circle’), nonpewit ‘in spite of’ (ChSl.;
OB. préki ‘transverse, contrary'), snepemit “in front of’ (cf. mépex),
nanpdmis ‘opposite’ (npoTus ‘against’), dxoao ‘round’ (Sl. kolo “wheel’),
nozamit ‘behind’ (cf. aa, san ‘back part’), cnepx ‘above’ (sepx ‘top’);
(ii) ua-sa “from behind’, ua-nog ‘from under’. [écae “after’ represents
po-si-lé [see section 73(d)]. Miimo “past’; cf. mungTs ‘to pass’,

124. Particles and Conjunctions. Interjections. Several of the forms
listed in section 75 do not appear in Russian; -#de occurs in (ChSL.)
réwaecreo ‘identity’ (tofde ‘idem’), and -fdo in wkamuuh ‘each’
(OB. ki-#ido, G. kogo-#ido). Bexn ‘after all’ has already been explained
as deriving from the CSl. (OB.) véd¢ ‘I know’, and mwms (colloquial,
also mmn) ‘look!” as probably representing the athematic imperative of
Bigets ‘see’. Bor ‘see here/there, here/there is' represents, with
prefixed v (cf. socems),a form o-to, o- being an ablaut-form of the
epideictic - found in 41or etc. (P. ot, oto); the more colloquial non
‘see there, there is' is a similarly prefixed omo. la normally means
‘yes’; it is also used in the sense of ‘and, but’ and to introduce
imperatives; set ‘no, there is not’ (in latter sense also uéty) represents
*né-tu from ®me-(j)e-tu ‘is not here’. Ecam ‘if’ is from ects am; more
colloguial forms are xomi (cf. OB. koli ‘how much, when') and émenn.
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For anms ‘but’ of. mumits ‘to deprive’ mimmui ‘superfluous’. Tawa
‘nevertheless’ is frequently suffixed to some other word: s-rasr ‘I
however' peérarn “all the same’. Omnano “however’; cf. OB. jedinace
‘yet’. Tlycrs ‘let’ (see section 104). Xors xovs ‘though, at least, at any
rate, even’; present gerund of xorérs “wish', Uy ‘hist!’; see séction gg(b).
Hy “well’, uo 'but’, connected etymologically with motr and netw. oki

~*while'; see section 122. The word péaase, which in OB. (rasué) is a
preposition meaning ‘apart from’, is used in Russian to introduce
dubitative questions: paase or yu¥a? ‘do you really mean to say that
he has gone away?" By itself it means ‘really?’. Piane may be replaced
by meywéman (lit. ‘not already eh?"), and colloquially by wéwro
(>we-ym-to), The -re of the second person plural, which we have
already observed added to the first person plural imperative, also
appears in néaxore ‘that will do’ (méamo “full’) mare ‘there you are!’
(#a ‘therel’). The emphatic e, which appears in the adverbs réme
and riwwe ‘also’, is frequently reduced to -ms:wrom? ‘what then?’.
W ‘and’ often means ‘even’, and wn ("neither’) ‘not even’; me 1o . . .
ne 10 . . . is used for ‘either . . . or . . ." and suggests uncertainty,
ne 1o yto means ‘let alone, much less’, and #e 10 406 ‘not what you'd
call . . ." (Kak) 6¥mro means ‘as if, as it were' (Gyne ‘be'). Mino Tord
i5 used for “what is more’, and wmaao tord uro for ‘let alone that, not
merely that'. Cnacabo “thank you' represents enacii Bor (*God save').
Andywr, lit. ‘(it) means’, is frequently used for ‘therefore, and so, in
other words, that is to say’, and the pronoun #ro often means ‘in this
case, in such a case, you know'. Yerd giGporoe means ‘1 shouldn’t be
surprised if’. The word 6ume (= Giews, from Gasrs “to say’) occurs
in gak Guws erd (sosyr)? ‘now then, what's his name?’ and o Gnms
‘it is, that is to say’. Criao-GuTe means ‘consequently, and so', and
Gniro ‘seeing that'. The colloquial wan ‘I expect’ is a reduced form
of the first person singular of the verb wanTs “to expect, hope for'.
Reported speech is colloquially indicated by the particles moa (from
mbanuTh ‘to say") and aé (cwars) from déjati (meaning in Old Bulgarian
‘to put’, but used elsewhere for ‘to say’, e.g. Slovene dejdti) and
cragiTs ‘to say’.

As regards the interjections, all that needs mentioning here is the
way in which some of them have developed into other parts of speech
(just as, conversely, other parts of speech have developed into inter-
jections; cf. English woe!). From ax ‘oh’, for instance, are derived
the verb axars (pf. 4xuyts) ‘to say “oh™ ' and the adjective dxonun
‘surprising, no good whatever’; and the same interjection occurs in
the adjectival phrase ne axmit kaxdf ‘not so very wonderful’ (lit. ‘not
oh to thee such a').
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C. WoORDS

125. Russo-Slavonic. During eight centuries the vehicle for cultured
speech and expression was not Russian but Russo-Slavonic or, in its
liturgical form, Church Slavonic. This was essentially the Old
Bulgarian language, modified upon Russian soil by Russian speech-
habits and settled as a convention, varied for different purposes. All
religious works used it in its more absolute form. Works of travellers,
such as the Daniel who visited Jerusalem, were not regarded as
documents of culture, and were written in a language not far from the
cultured vernacular. Chronicles occupied an intermediate position in
their style. The chanceries also established norms for official use,
incorporating a certain number of vernacular elements. Ordinary
speech would no doubt be in the vernacular, but the speech of
educated persons when speaking formally took on a Slavonic tinge; and
there was a considerable range of subjects, including all those which
transcended the daily routine of concrete experience, which could not
be discussed without drawing upon this special vocabulary.

In round terms, about half the Russian lexicon of today is more or
less Russo-Slavonic. The Romance elements in English and the
Slavonic in Rumanian are, perhaps, somewhat more numerous; but
they can be more ecasily distinguished. They belong to a different
family of languages, whereas those which have been imported into
Russian are cousins-german. They might have been replaced by
Russian words, element for element, at the time of importation (a
thing which could not have happened in English or Rumanian), but
once settled they seem so natural that in some instances they can with
difficulty be detected. They may, in fact, be formed on Russian soil,
since the slightly alien elements of formation are associated in Russian
munds with certain ranges of thought. They increase spontaneously as
the style rises.

In the English parallel we find that the Latin of the Medizval
Church and culture was mediated to us through Norman-French in a
form then more acceptable to our speech. Similarly, Greek theological
terms were Slavicized by the Bulgarians before they passed into Rus-
sian. The Orthodox Church, unlike the Roman, did not insist on the
use of a single liturgical language; nor, on the other hand, was there a
Greek Renaissance comparable to the Latin Renaissance of the west,
nor was Russia, at grips with the Tatars, able to share in such a
renaissance. Russian, in consequence, does not show like English a
second alien stratum succeeding the first. Our later borrowings were in
much better Latinity; the Russians have only sought from Greek the
technical terms of the most modern civilization, borrowing rather from
cosmopolitan usage than from Hellas,
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The relationship between the two dialects béing as it were cousinly,
it is not surprising to find a considerable group of words which are
neither Russian nor Church Slavonic, but a compromise between the
two. Roots of the one sort combine with trimmings of another:
nepefpamsiteca “quarrel’ /oGopina ‘defence” is Russian in pere-/OB.
pré-, but Church Slavonic in bran-; cotomipum ‘co-partner’ has
a Church Slavonic prefix, while surpeanasimeca ‘sober up’ has a
Church Slavonic root with a Russian prefix vy-; in anpinui ‘sound,
sane’ only the z- ( {sd by loss of vowel and assimilation) is Russian.
The numerous prefixes and suffixes borrowed from Church Slavonie,
and used with complete freedom today, have contributed to this
result: frez- pre- pred- raz- so- vo- voz- in such words as co6op ‘cathed-
ral’/cGop ‘gathering’ sonpic ‘question’ nocxdn/mexon “ascent’ wpeani-
safimai “extraordinary’ /uépes ‘across’; verbal nouns in -anie -enie/R.
-ane -ene, adjectives in -nmyj -nnij, participles in -jaf&f -uidy/R. Jadi
-u¢tj, superlatives: pésanme *deed’ urpiuwonmi ‘playing’, etc. While the
effect of Church Slavonic is generally literary, these features appear in
quite common words also: npésae ‘before’ cafawuil ‘sweet' mpémn
‘time’ are the ordinary words for these very common concepts. In the
declension of the adjective there are or have been Russo-Slavonic
forms, such as NS. -y GS. -ago (see section 119). In some case
endings R.WS5l. -¢ corresponded to OB. -jg, for which the Russo-
Slavonic equivalent was -ja. Hence GSF, moen aymn was in use in the
seventeenth century and even well into the eighteenth among cultured
persons,/R. moél jpyumi.

The absence of Russian full vocalism (R. torot/OB. trat) is a ready
indication of alien influence. Church Slavonic roots include blag-
bran- breg- brem- chlad- chrabr- chran- drag- glav- grad- glas- krath-
mlad- mrav- plam- plen- prazd- slad- smrad- sram- sred- stran- stras-
Slem- treb- tresv- vlad- vlas- vrag- vrat- vred- Freb- zlat- zrak-, etc.
They make doublets with Russian stems in such a manner that the
simpler concept is expressed by the Russian form and some nuance
by the Church Slavonic: roaomad ‘head’/raamd ‘chapter, cupola,
chief’, popéra ‘gate’ (uwipckue) spath ‘gate of sanctuary’, Gepémennan
‘pregnant’/Gpéma ‘burden’, omesomsits ‘stun’/maew ‘helmet’ (OR.
meaows). The Russo-Slavonic word is more abstract, secondary, more
generalized, more archaic, etc., than the purely Russian form. The
nuance may be very fine: coaon ‘malt’ /cadnon ‘sweet’ shows generaliza-
tion in the Russo-Slavonic, but only in so far as an adjective is
more general than a noun.

Other signs of alien influence are the appearance of CSL. *4/7 as /e
in weak position, the preservation of ¢ before hard consonants (/R. &
and the use of & (for OB. #t) #d/R. ¢ £. The former resulted from the
practice of transcribing and reading liturgical books. It was the custom
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to transcribe the jers long after they had ceased to be pronounced in
Old Bulgarian, and to read them in Russian (when not final) as o/e.
Hence somirs ‘lament’/OR. nourn, yoosire “trust’ (P. ufed {upidvati),
ciru (pl.) ‘honeycombs’ (OB. sg. sitd), mndwecrno ‘crowd’ (P. mndstwo
<mnofistve), and similar words, show signs of Russo-Slavonic. An
interesting doublet is 6micerso ‘patronymic/oréuccrno ‘fatherland’
( <otifistve). By conservation of é before hard consonants we identify the
same influence upon wéf “sky’ /nédo ‘palate’, npeamér ‘object’, nemépa
‘cave’, neper “finger’ /ouin sax oéper “all alone’, nékao "burning pitch,
hell’, etc. We must not take into account, to the credit of Russo-
Slavonic, those cases in which stressed ¢ stood before an originally soft
consonant which has now become hard: orén “father’ <otidd, nymuénnai
‘sincere’ (-evinyfi), népuwit “first’/OR. nepessn. The third criterion is one
which often expresses itself in doublets: mémuy /OR. meiky ‘between’,
uagéma /uaniwa “hope' wapEmoimil ‘reliable’, rpasaamin//roposinnn
‘citizen’, wi¥nomui aymon ‘foreign', mows/smous ‘strength’, mewmépa
‘cave’/Hewépesnil (monastery), neséaa "ignoramus’ /menésa “boor'.

Since Russian and Old Bulgarian agreed on most points the origin
of many words is not to be demonstrated. It is possible that a good
enough dictionary (which does not exist) might show when and under
what circumstances each word came into circulation, and consequently
how much it is indebted to the literary Russo-Slavonic tradition. For
the present it is merely to be set down as probable that cultural words of
long standing are likely to be Russo-Slavonic, even in the absence of
external signs. On the other hand, there are examples in which the
demonstration applies to the average and not to the individual. Among
prefixes meaning ‘out of’ Russian has a preference for vy- and Old
Bulgarian for ¢z-, though both belong to the common store; but it is
impossible to say that suturs ‘knock out ,.fn.sl.‘urrn massacre’ reflects a
difference of dialect. *Orz- is found in pocr ‘stature’/pacri ‘grow’, and
it is not more than plausible to attribute the difference to the inter-
vention of Russo-Slavonic in the second.

126. Turko-Tatar and other Loanwords. The languages of the
Turko-Tatar group are remarkably conservative. ‘In the Turkish
Ernup’, says J. Deny in Les Langues du Monde, ‘only Yakut and

uvadian appear aberrant. It follows that the forms of words of
Common Turkish which we can reconstitute are remarkably like the
forms of words of various dialects now spoken.’ It is possible to make
a distinction between the northern languages and the southern, of
which latter Osmanli Turkish is the most important. The latter has
profoundly affected Bulgarian and Serbocroat, but not Russian. The
Russian translations have been with a number of northern dialects,
such as those of the Pefencgs, Polovey, Diagatais and above all
the Golden Horde. One is largely prevented by the strong family
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resemblance of this group of languages from seeking to define the
source of any particular word.

Within this class of borrowings it is convenient to include those
words for which Turko-Tatar languages were merely intermediaries.
Some were Greek, borrowed directly or through Persian, Persian
words express many of the most important cultural concepts available
to the Tatars; and as the Persians anticipated them in adopting the
Moslem religion it was through Persian that a large vocabulary of
Arabic terms found its way into Turkish. For the Mediaval Russians,
however, all this was Turko-Tatar; the Golden Horde filled the whole
Orient as they viewed it.

At an earlicr time the Slavs had been in contact with Iranians upon
the steppe or in the White Russian plains. This had led to very ancient
borrowings (see section 2). At that time the eastern horizon was
composed of Aryans in the steppe and woodlands of South Russia and
Finns in the forests of the centre and north. The Tatars lay wholly
outside the world of the primitive Slavs. Between the fourth and sixth
centuries, however, a succession of Turanian tribes—Alans, Huns,
Avars (Ofpu)—crossed Southern Russia and were entangled in the
Great Migrations. As a result of this the oldest stratum of Turko-
Tatar loanwords is common to all Slavonic peoples: R. saofyk ‘cowl’
OB. klobukit P. klobuk Cz. klobouk ‘hat’ S. kidbik <T'T. *kalbuk T.
kalpak. In this form the word has suffered metathesis, though not of
the normal variety; when reborrowed later it did not suffer this change:
R. woamiw ‘night-cap’ MB. kalpdk, cf. MGr. xedrdi Magyar kalpag.
After the Slavonic peoples had divided, the Turanian migrations
continued—Bulgarians coming from the Volga into Moesia, Magyars
(but they were a Finno-Ugric people) advancing towards Hungary,
Petenegs, Khazars and Polovey into South Russia, Words then
borrowed had varying areas of diffusion: T. san “appearance, honour’
S OB. sami R. can ‘rank’ npuocinusarecn ‘assume a dignified air’. One
of the words borrowed in this period was adwazan “horse” Ruth. soma
‘colt’ <TT. alaga, which seems to have been brought by Vladimir
Monomach from his travels among the Vijatii at the beginning of the
twelfth century. There was an important horse-market for the nomads
at Kiev. The bulk of the words which entered Russian probably did so
as a result of the dominion established over the steppe and open wood-
land by the Golden Horde. It is a record of the military superiority
of the nomads and of the unfamiliar way of life which they revealed to
the Slavs. Osmanli Turkish words have also entered Russmnf but ata
much later date and in smaller numbers.

The oriental words borrowed by the Russians from the Turkish
tribes, whether original parts of their vocabulary or not, are generally
names of things: of animals and metals native to the east, terms
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appropriate to nomad life, military and religious expressions, and some
oddments referring to ships, measures and institutions.

Birds and animals: OR. sparyil ‘sparrow-hawk’ (T'T. karagu)
wopra ‘crow, hag' (T. karga) Gépryr ‘golden eagle’ (T'T. burgut)
aomans “horse’ (T°T. alaga) nmas ‘mule’ (T. epek ‘ass’).

Trees and materials: kaparan ‘elm’ (T. kara agay ‘black tree’)
wngp ‘aloes’ (TT. sabr from Arab.) wwow ‘raisins’ (T. sizim)
OR. xapaayr ‘steel’ (T. karahk ‘blackness’) Gynir ‘Damascene
steel, sword’ (from Pers. piildd) aavian ‘three copecks’ (T. altin
‘gold’) aémwra ‘coin’ pl. aénurn ‘money’ (T. damga; a doublet is
ramri ‘stamp’ from which is derived raméuain ‘customs-house’)
wiwnyr ‘pearl’ (T. inei, perhaps of Chinese origin) miyupya
‘emerald’ (T. siimriit) nedre ‘naphtha’ (T. meft, from Greek)
aasia ‘diamond’ (T. elmas, from Greek dBéapag).

Nomad life and customs: wasin ‘Cossack’ (T. kazak) wonenirn
“lead a nomad life’ (T. gigmek) xon/xarin ‘khan’ spaa “horde’ (T.
ordu) wopra “yurt’ (T. yurt) capait ‘shed’ (T. saray) nu *post-house’
(TT. yam; adj. nvcson) G ‘shoe’ (T. bagmak) wuprin ‘long
coat’ (T. kaftan) moawman ‘tulip' (Pers. dulbend ‘turban’) ymibw
“flat-iron’ ('I". ditid) wewin ‘stamp, die’ (‘T'T. pakan) upoys “water-
melon' (T. karpuz) wyuypgsa ‘maize’ (T. kokoroz, a word of
mysterious origin) fy=i ‘buckwheat beer’ (T. boza).

Military: swmnwia ‘dagger’ (T. hanger, from Arab.) nraran
‘yataghan’ (T. yatagan) foraraps ‘warrior, hero’ (Pers. bahadur)
wapaga ‘sentry’ (T. karakol) rangasio ‘bandit’ (T. haydamak).

Religious: Gyeypsin/mycyassamn  “Moslem’ apin “negro,
Moor' wadia ‘beggar, cripple’ ('T'T. kalak).

Colours: wapwii ‘brown’ (T. kara ‘black’) fypun ‘chestnut’
(T°T. bur) inaii ‘bright ted’ (T. al).

Musical: (Ruth.) ko ‘eight-stringed guitar’ (T. kopus) ayuam
‘reed pipe’ (2T, diidiik; the word may be anomatopeic).

Measure: apuuin ‘ell’ (T. argn).

The Ukrainian peoples of the steppe were not released from nomad
and Turkish dominion until the eighteenth century was well advanced.
They have, consequently, 2 number of loanwords not found in Great
Russian. Among them the most celebrated is caviar (Ruth. wan'Ap),
which has become universal,

There are later, specifically Osmanli, loanwords also: mmap Beil
namA Gamnfaayr dupsan s e sas cepans ete. (T yeniperi
bey pasa bagbozuk ferman divan kayik saray, the last word giving the
doublet capiii listed above), which are common European currency.®

* . Miklosich, Die tiirkisehe Elemente in den sidost- wnd osteuropdischen Sprachen

{Vienna, 18840 K. Loketsch, Etvmologisches W orterbuch der enrapdischen
W Erter orientalischen 1riprangs (Heidelberg, 1927).

T



262 RUSSIAN

The word Gaatée ‘dolt’ and the Geanwéc occurring in un Geanséca
e cmucanr ‘he doesn't understand a thing’ represent TT. variants
of the same word (T. bilmez ‘ignorant’).

Among borrowings from East European languages are: (from
Finnish) mopm “walrus’ (mursu, whence perhaps English morse); (from
Hungarian) wywma ‘cap with flaps’ (kucsma); (from Lithuanian)
sananmarsen 'to slack’ (valandd 'hour’), nixan ‘tow’ (pdkules); from
Polish) sénsens “woven monogram’ (wesel ‘'knot’ = R. yaexn), pesrépernit
“Hungarian’ (Wegry = OR. ¥rpe, whence the Ugro- in Ugro-Finnish)
and possibly, though incredibly, séaxa (wddka). Curious borrowings
from the Classical languages are: kypoaécurs ‘to play pranks’ (from
the Kyrie eleison in the church-service), epynaa ‘nonsense (Latin
gerundium) and wonGaca ‘sausage’ (? Hebrew kol-basar ‘every sort of
meat’; there are similar words in other Slavonic languages). Other
words from Greek are Poccin ‘Russia’ (Pwooia), xposars “bed’
(xpaPBémov), natopra ‘penal servitude’ (xéTepyov), wur ‘whale’ (xfiros),
aéwra ‘ribbon’ (Aévmiov); from Latin onér ‘vinegar® (acetus, while yreye
‘vinegar’ is from Greek &fos), ummbnr ‘turkey’ (fndicus), woanna
‘Christmas and New Year festivals' (calende®) and (via Germanic)
woréa ‘cauldron’ (catillus), péawwa ‘radish’ (radicem), Twpuwi ‘prison’
(P. turma "dungeon’ Germ. Twrm, Latin turris). The only borrowings
from Celtic appear to be cayra ‘servant’ and perhaps ckox ‘leap’.

Among the less obvious borrowings from other European languages
are: (from German) wasina ‘hat’ (Schlapphut), séep ‘fan’ (Fdcher, but
influenced by sénmn ‘to waft'), punsan’ sort of carriage’ (P. rydwan
from Reitwagen), apananys ‘whip’ (P. harapnik from herab), edpéntop
‘corporal’ (Gefreiter), epic “hilt' (Gefidss), weperiar ‘joiner’s bench’
(Werkstatt), wunr “screw’ (P. gwint “worm of screw' from Gewinde,
popularly associated no doubt with surs "to screw’), kpaxmia “starch’
{P. krochmal, from Kraftmehl), Gynr ‘insurrection’ (P. bunt, from
Bund), rapéawa ‘plate’ (P. talerz, from Teller); (from Dutch) rtpom
‘ship’s hold* ('t Ruim, complete with definite article), pyas ‘rudder’
(roer, with dissimilation of liquids), mwam ‘inch’ (dwim ‘thumb'),
soutur ‘umbrella, parasol’ (zommedek; a back-formation is aowr);
(from English) winman (midshipman), nwpwin “jacket’ (pea-jacket)
rouaer (gundeck), nowsin ‘railway-station’ (ultimately from Vauxhall),
anpaa ‘all hands on deck’ (over all), ppesn “burberry” (Lord French),
crak ‘riding crop’ (stéck), nepéiisa (wherry), and there is an intriguing
theory that aémes ‘cheap’ (long form newéputt) derives from an
English dog-cheap; (from French) cwprys ‘frock-coat’ (surtout),
kypimnThen ‘to swagger, bluster’ (courage), 6aimmenii ‘flesh-coloured'
(blanche), mundan ‘overcoat’ (chenille ‘sort of dressing-gown’) aadgér
‘gun-carriage’ (Germ. Laffette, from [l'affit); (from Itakian) aam
‘agio’ (French I'agio, from aggio), sapridean ‘potato’ (Germ. Kartoffel,
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from tartufola); (from Spanish) aémGepunnt eroa ‘card-table’ (French
I'hombre ‘a card game' from hombre ‘man’), enér ‘raccoon’ (gineta,
from Arabic); from Portuguese comes perhaps anépr ‘sort of apple’
(POporta).

127. Word-formation. The suffixes set forth in section 78 are well
represented in Russian, either in the native form or in borrowings
from Old Bulgarian or both. Few points require noting. The suffix
-éne appears in Russian in its analogical form -jane (caansne ‘Slavs’).
-émil appears as -an(nait), e.g. wepeninnui ‘wooden’ (OB. drévényji),
see section 86. -e#f figures in native words as - (naaix ‘murrain’), in
borrowings as -ew (nagés ‘grammatical case'); both words from pad-
‘fall’. Except in the word auri ‘child’ the diminutive ending -¢ is
lengthened in the singular to -en-iiki (as though from an en-stem):
sotenok ‘kitten’ G.S. xoréuxa/NVAP. worima ( {-gta; the old forms of
the singular are found in White Russian and Ruthenian, but ef.
Ruthenian names in -enko). -ifte, used as in OB. in ywianwe ‘school’
(presumably borrowed), is also used as an augmentative (kyaawime,
from wyaix ‘fist’), -#8tf in its Russian form -uu gives patronymics:
Herponns “son of Peter' Hsanonns ‘son of John'. (Surnames in -onuv
-vumn are usually from Polish and are accordingly stressed on the
penultimate.) -fje (-ije) gives -ue in borrowed and -se in native Russian
words. -iji appears as -an (cyawi ‘judge’); -yii as -unn -un (Gorina
‘goddess’). Some feminines are formed with the suffix -uxa; eg.
wymuixa ‘merchant’s wife' from synén; others with the ending (1) ;
e.g., rencpiawnm ‘general’'s wife’, npodéccopma ‘professor’s wife’.
The short form of the adjective in -iskii gives the numerous place-
names in -cu.

Russian is notable for its use of augmentatives and diminutives, as
such or in an affectionate, depreciatory or ironical sense. Among the
suffixes may be mentioned -ui : adsonn ‘little house’, i (from first
palatalization of the *-ik- giving -iff+-ikd): roagounk ‘dear’ from
rday6u ‘pigeon’, -ox (from -uka): avcor ‘little wood', -ex (from -ikd):
wonii ‘little horse’, aecouer, double diminutive of aec ‘wood’ from
avcoi by first palatalization, -xa (from -ik-a): wposiria ‘small bed’
from wponirs, -ousa (from -uk-ik-a): Hinousa ‘little Nina', -xo (from
-ik-0): iiGavuko by first palatalization from siGaoko "apple’, -mwo: oxdunso
‘little window' (apparently based on dro ‘eye’; ‘window’ is the derived
urng), double diminutive owbmenwo; -ue/-uo (from -fee): adpriasme
‘small mirror’ from aépraao, -mmxo: népumio ‘small feather’ from
nepd, -amka: crapuiamea ‘nasty old man’ from crapik “old man’,
-nmsa ~mmgo: naasTimieo ‘shabby old overcoat’ from naaetd (French
paletot), -wme: wymooime ‘big fist’, -yxa: crapyxa ‘old woman’,
-on(B)ka: fafémi ‘peasant woman' from GaGa, Karemnka ‘Katie’
from Karn (itself a diminutive), -yma: Jlusyum °Lizzie’ from Jlisa,
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soma: Omoma from Oan, dim. of Oawra, -ymka: GaGymka ‘grand-
mother’, -wmka: Bigpowka from aixa ‘uncle’.

The diminutive forms of Christian names present a high degree of
mutilation and abbreviation; e.g. Cawa from Aznewcamnp, Kéan from
Huwromad, .

Diminutives in -wme and -muxo of masculine nouns retain their
masculine gender; e.g. kymamime above (from kyaix ‘fist'), yéagnun
ropoqimko ‘a wretched little district capital’.

D. STYLE

128. The Slavonic Sentence. The order of words in a Slavonic
sentence was entirely free. In the principal clause that word went first
upon which the speaker's mind was dwelling particularly. A great deal
of our material is narrative, and therefore the verb (the active element)
is mostly to be found leading the sentence: OB. glagolaafe bo emu:
izidi, dufe nelistyj ‘for he said to him, Depart, unclean spirit'. The
subject often followed the verb. In subordinate sentences, however,
the conjunction or relative of subordination headed the sentence; the
verh either followed the opening word or was delayed until the end of
the sentence. A dative generally preceded an accusative; the attribu-
tive genitive preceded, and the partitive followed, its noun, and demon-
stratives might precede or follow. A considerable use was made of
enclitics: OB. #e bo Ii and oblique cases of the personal pronouns.

The linking of sentences was loose, in the manner.called paratactic
(exemplified by Homer). The following verses of 5t. Mark v. will help
to define this manner:

2. § izlézufju £e emu is korablja, 2, wal EEeABdvTos almol ik ToU

abie siréte 1 oti grobu clovéki
duchomi medtstomi, 3. ide Fliite
iméafe vii grobéchi, i ni Zeléznomi
ofemi ego niktofe ne mogaale ego
suvezati ... 9. i vdprafaale i:
kako ti esti img; i glagola emu:
legeonit miné img estil, jako mnosi
s,

whowoU elBéws dmvmmoey almd ik
o penpeicay Evipaomos fv Teelpom
daplfiTy, 3. &5 TV xorolkmomw
giyev v Tols pfjpao, kol olBl
dAdoer ol olUbels fiblvaro alrmiv
Bijoai... g. xal fnmpaTa alrdv,
Tl oor Svops; wal Aiyer almd,
Asyucow Svopd poi, 71 modhol Eousv,

The Greek text shows that this is a translator’s style: each word and
turn is rendered by a corresponding word and turn in the same place.
Yet the translator keeps to his own idiom. He renders the genitive
absolute by a Slavonic dative absolute in verse 2, and uses an instru-
mental for Gk. prep.+dative in the same. In the Greek the clauses are
mostly principal. The Slavonic translator follows this usage not
merely because it is in the original, but because it corresponds to the
geniuz of his own tongue. The relative clause in verse 3 is less
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subordinated than in the Greek. OB. ife was still recognizably a
demonstrative, and its oblique cases have survived as the third
personal pronoun of the modern languages. As in Homer, it admits of
translation “who/he, indeed’, whereas Hellenic s was purely relative
‘who'. When compelled to subordinate a phrase, the Slavonic
translator relied on his declined participles, as:

4. za nje emu mnogo kraty poty i 4. Gz O alrrdv TedAdms mibens xal
ofi felézny sitvezanu soitju pré- dMioecn BebéoBan, wail Bieomwéobn
trizaacho s¢ oti mjego ofa Felé- i alrol Tds dhdoms xal Tg
snaa i pota sikrufaacho sg. mibas ouvTeTpiphal

Lit.: ‘For this (reason}—he many times with fetters and iron bonds
being bound (dat. abs.)—there were broken from him the iron bonds
and the fetters were shattered.’

The absolute construction allowed the subordination of one clause,
but the other two (governed in Greek by the same conjunction) had to
become principal.

The verses quoted illustrate the principles of word-order. In the
ninth verse the verb comes first (apart from the conjunction) in the
two narrative clauses. In the interrogation, kako ‘what?’ (lit. "how?")
comes first, and the noun is postponed to the end of the sentence; but
in the reply the essential word legeoni ‘Legion’ is announced at once.
Similarly, in the second half of verse 3: ‘and no man could bind him,
no, not with chains’ is rendered ‘and not even with iron bonds {him)
anyone could him bind', so that the necessary emphasis is secured by
placing ‘iron bonds’ early. In this the Slavonic translator was following
the Greek word for word, but it was not the less appropriate to his
own style, which required him to announce his concepts in the order
of their interest to him. The one caveat which must be entered is,
perhaps, that the task of coping with a highly organized tongue like
Hellenistic Greek was beyond the native resources of Old Bulganan,
particularly in the matter of subordination, and that the translators
may have used their participles with more ingenuity than would be
found in the colloguial.

12g. Kievite Prose. It was these resources that Russian writers
inherited when they began to frame Russian literature. The Russian
vernacular differed, however, in having already lost the feeling for
declined participles: uayum ‘going’ is found in 1073 with a masc. sg.
subject; naynwe (sic) we emy srenath ‘as he was going back' (14th cent.)
(OB. idoftu) is a defective dative absolute. Russian writers could not
indulge in participial constructions without artificiality, and con-
sequently tend to write more paratactically even than the Bulgarian
translators. It is the easier to do because their material is suited to
simple narrative, with a predominant position allotted to finite verbs,
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and much direct speech. This is exemplified by the Chronicle formerly
attributed to Nestor, which gives the historical traditions of Kiev to
the year 1118. It exists in two fourteenth-century forms: Povésf
vremennych lét and the Nadalnaja létopif (Laurentian MS. 1377). The
relatively late date of the manuscripts prevents us from drawing too
precise inferences from this work; but it is legitimate to note that a
simple narrative style in a disciplined language had been evolved in the
service of the Rurikid princes. The authors suppress their own per-
sonality; they compose annals in which, generally, each year is complete
in itself, so that the more important ones form historiettes, as in the
Anglo-Saxon Chronicle, which are told with vigour, pith, and dramatic
force. The Poulenie Viadimira Monomacha (‘Instructions of V.M.')
(c. 1110) is in the same style; but it is more hortatory, and reveals a
strong personality. The Chofdenie igumena Daniila v svjatuju semlju
(1106-8) ("Abbot Daniel's journey to the Holy Land’) is written in a
yet simpler manner, since books of travel were not regarded as
literature. It may be taken as a specimen of the speech of the educated
classes with its leanings toward Church Slavonic. The style includes
expressions of confession and exhortatipn suited to the author's
religious profession, together with evidence of a capacity for direct
observation and simple statement (e.g.: ‘Saved by the will of God, 1
went to the holy city of Jerusalem and saw the whole land of Galilee
and the holy places’). A mild sectarian malice enlivens his remarks
concerning the Latin clergy, who took first place in the ceremonies at
Jerusalem.

These and other works in prose exemplify the literary achievement
of Kiev, apart from verse. They show that a satisfactory medium of
expression had been found for the matters then requiring record; the
colloquial had been given form, and the alien elements had been
assimilated and assigned their place. Had socicty remained un-
disturbed, Russian prose would have passed through the same phases
as that of France or England, advancing at the same time according as
more matter was drawn into writing and more use was made of
classical resources (in this case Greek). The ruin of Kiev in 1240, first
by internal dissensions and then by Tatar conquest, drove literature
into the monasteries, where the liturgy tended to petrify Church
Slavonic, while the chanceries used an official language for business
purposes only. The two styles thus drew more and more apart; that of
literature became a deadening convention. There is no such dichotomy
apparent in the Kievite documents, in which the Church Slavonic
manner must have corresponded with normal cultured expression.

130. Prince Igor's Expedition (Slovo o polku Igorevé). Until 1940 it
might have been said that this celebrated work was accepted by almost

all competent critics as a unique survival of the secular poetry of Kiev.
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The manuscript was discovered in 1795, three years after the Tmutara-
kan stone (of alleged date 1068), and was carcfully edited under the
patronage of Count Musin-Pugkin, who had already consecrated a
memoire to the affairs of the principality of Tmutarakan (1794). The
Russian power was then spreading into the Tamad promontory,
beyond the Sea of Azov. Karamzin took a copy of the manuscript, and
it was examined by Malinovskij before it was lost in the Great Fire of
Moscow. Among the scholars who have accepted the work as genuine
we may cite Sreznevskij, Peretc and Speranskij. There have been
doubters from the time of the discovery, but they have been over-
whelmed by the weight of authority and (it must be said) by the
conviction generated by the brilliance of the poem itself. A. Mazon's
Le Slovo d’ Igor (Paris, 1940), however, has opened the whole question
afresh and, in default of the original manuscript, proof of genuineness
has become exceedingly difficult.® The authenticity of the Tmutarakan
stone is no longer accepted, thanks to the unfavourable testimony of
epigraphists. That of the Slove is associated with it by the circum-
stances of the discovery, and by the prominence given to Tmutarakar
in the poem.

Loss of the manuscript is a first obstacle to certainty upon this point.
Another is the uniqueness of the Slove in Kievite literature. It is the
only source for many words and turns of phrase, mythological con-
ceptions and stylistic devices, for which the predominantly clerical
literature of Old Russia provides no parallel. This is as things should
be if the Slovo were indeed the sole survivor of a brilliant lost literature
of heroic poems; but it is also as things would be if the Slove were a
pastiche. lts only peer is the Muscovite Zadoniéina, which celebrates
the encounter of the Russians and Tatars on the field of Kulikovo in
1380. The verbal similarity of the two pieces is such that one or the
other must be a plagiarism. Those who hold that the Slove is authentic
complain that the Zadonifina uscs the language and situations of the
older poem without skill or taste. But the manuscript history of the
Zadonifina is well attested. The oldest form is preserved from the
fifteenth century, and there are versions from the sixteenth and
seventeenth centuries. The language of the Slove is not exactly that of
any surviving manuscript of the Zadonifing, but it resembles very
closely that of the sixteenth-century MS. 2060 of the Moscow
Historical Museum. There are other testimonies to the narrative of
Kulikovo, but the Slovo remained completely unnoticed until its

* Mazon advances the theory that the Slove was an eighteenth-century
forgery. See Slavomic Review, xxiv, Mo, 63, 5. P. Obnorskij’s detailed account
of its linguistic state ((Nerki po isforii russkogo literalurnogo jazyka, Moscow,
1946) presumes the authentieity of the poem. Much depends on a sentence in
an Apostle (Acts und Epistles) of 1307, which might be taken from the poem, or
vice Terid.
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brusque discovery in the last years of the eighteenth century. Upon the
charge of plagiarism, therefore, the onus of proof lies upon the
partisans of the Slovo.

The discoverers assigned to their manuscript a tentative date in the
sixteenth, or late fifteenth, century. Since &/c and §/s are confused
(T pycuIB CMOPIN CLHOBYA HeITh miani), editors were compelled to
postulate an intervening redaction (14th or 13th century) made at or
near Pskov. The simplification of the group -vl- to -l is another
northern feature of the language. The list of princes could hardly have
been completed before the end of the first quarter of the thirteenth
century, though the author speaks as if Igof (d. 1202) were still alive.
No specifically Kievite dialect features have been identified.

Russian and Slavonic forms are found side by side, with some
preference for the Slavonic equivalents: caanin/cososin ‘nightin-
gale’ mpars/popota ‘doors’ mfipaxh/z:bopors ‘visor' mperpaguma
nperopoamua ‘they impeded’ Goaoroms ‘marsh’. The jers are confused
in weraa ‘mist’ (Gk. éuyad). They are generally retained in stressed
positions, but o/e are also found. Ri has hardened to ry, but & remains
a wholly velar consonant which cannot be set before ¢ puckar ‘run
about’; kuxam ‘clamour’ Kuens ‘at Kiev'. The dual is used for uaw ‘of
us two' cowoaoma ‘with two falcons' mymansben ‘let us two show
bravery’, and the aorist and imperfect used for aorist are frequently
in evidence: yeme ‘slept’ pewe ‘said’ OB/Gnwers ‘was’ poworaxy
‘thundered’. The ethic and possessive datives and the instrumental of
comparison are also used.

The Slove is commonly printed as prose and described as if it were
such. But it has a marked accentual rhythm, and the clauses run
parallel. They can often be arranged so as to show lines of three (and
sometimes two or four) accents. It is not the rhythm of the North
Russian heroic folk-songs (byliny) which are devoted to the exploits of
Kievite heroes of earlier date than Igof. Their lines are longer, and the
prosodic accentuation is less marked. They are, on the other hand, as
Speranskij has shown, regularized by their melodies. It is to be noted,
in view of some other suggested parallels, that Macpherson's Ossian is
in strongly accented prose, with a basis in the English ballad metre.
Those who maintain the authenticity of the Slowo may find in its
uniqueness a justification for its isolated prosodic technique.

The author’s style is rapid, forceful and brilliant. No scepticism can
diminish the credit of his creative achievement, beside which the
phrases of the Zadonifina seem so jejune. The author uses the
Homeric epithet with mastery when speaking of the “eight-thoughted’
Jaroslav, and he is almost Pindaric when he uses ‘six-winged' as an
equation for three falcons. Heroic periphrase is used in ‘Dazbog’s
child’ (for Igof), and Vsevolod is regularly introduced by the epithet
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Gy Typs or apsh Typs ‘the valiant (or fiery) aurochs'. The editio princeps
explains the first epithet as equivalent to Gommiaps ‘hero’. Powerfully
constructed phrases are devised to echo the crash and fury of
action, and alliterations give firmness to the rhythm. The use of the
inner object, the doubling of words that signify action, and parallelism
enrich his style. The headlong construction of the poem itself, sug-
gesting the inspiration of a rhapsode, helps to win the reader’s assent.
The first editors remarked with complaisance that this poem had come
to prove that the Russian heroes of olden time had, like those of
Macpherson, their bards. In this remark sceptical critics read an
acknowledgement of one of the sources of this poet’s inspiration. His
apostrophes to various heroes and rivers, his use of lyres that play by
themselves, and his accumulation of misty omens and images resemble
the style of Ossian, while (it is claimed) some epithets can be justified
from bylimy which were in process of collection in the latter half of the
cighteenth century. A stylistic matter of particular importance is his
criticism of the old poet Bojan for his use of kennings and stereotyped
phrases. Bojan is named also in the Zadonfding, and it is hard to resist
the evidence that the citations in the Slove are from that work. That
poet’s name is South Slavonic. He might have immigrated into Russia
in Kievite times, but it is also possible he was one of the many South
Slavs who left the Balkans in the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries
under the pressure of the Turkish victories.

The doubt concerning the authenticity of the Slovo is not such as to
diminish its worth as creative literature or its influence in literary
history (since that was only felt after Musin-Pukin's time). But it
prevents us from citing the Sloveo as a sample of a lost heroic literature,
and until it is removed there can be no eredence given to the numerous
scholarly and ingenious emendations and interpretations which have
been added to those of the editio princeps.

MIDDLE RUSSIAN (1500-1700)

131. The Chancery Styles. In preceding paragraphs the history of
Russian sounds and forms has been carried down to modern times for
the sake of continuity of exposition. It is now fitting, however, to call a
halt and to survey Middle Russian, the language of the princes of
Muscovy. The sixteenth century was, in Russia as in other parts of
Europe, an age of energetic changes which were reflected in the
language also. By the end of the fifteenth century the Muscovite
princes had rounded off their domain by the reduction of Great
Novgorod (1478) and the acquisition of its vast, indefinite hinterland
in the dense conifer forests that stretched from Archangel to Perrh and
the Urals. 5o Novgorod was added to Vladimir, Suzdal, Rostov, Tvef,
which were Muscovite domain in the fourteenth century, and to
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Jaroslavl, Rostov, Vjatka, Pskov, Rjazan and Smolensk; the series of
annexations concluded with the capture of Novgorod Seversk in 1523.
Russia had become a State. In the latter half of the century this new
State hurled itself upon its old oppressors in the east and south-east,
Ivan IV's capture of Kazan in 1552 was rapidly followed by the seizure
of Astrakhan in 1556, and that by the Cossack Ermak’s conquest of the
original Siberia, the Tobol Valley, in 1581. What the discovery of the
New World was to Spain, the opening of Siberia was to Russia—a
broad outlet for adventure. Russia differed from Western Europe,
however, in enjoying at this time no humanistic renaissance. The
Greeks who fled from Byzantium brought nothing of their classical
culture to the land civilized by the Greek Church. There is no such
flowering of all the arts, including the art of polite living, as accom-
panied the similar explosion of economic and State-building energy in
the west. '

The concept of the State had its counterpart in language. For use in
the Muscovite chancery there was built up an official style (npurdanan
sk}, which was thoroughly nationalistic in its applications. It was
not literary, nor unified beyond the needs of official business. This
absence of second intention allowed it to reflect more accurately the
speech-habits of the time. Legal documents embodying arguments and
judgments record with accuracy the statements actually made in
court. A party declares: “He said anything that came into his head’
(a0 emy BbTps HAHECH HA PoTh, To rosopiuTs “what the wind brought to
his mouth, that he said’ 1525), and the vivid colloquialism is a guaran-
tee of the faithfulness of the whole record. There is no trace of Church
Slavonic in such pieces. There is no aorist or imperfect. The perfect is
found as much without auxiliary as with it, especially in the third
person; for the other persons either the auxiliary or a pronoun might
appear: Aaw Banas ‘1 took’/ecun swors ‘1 burned’ kyman ecma ‘we
bought'. The active participles had become gerunds. The infinitive
was in -#f, but with an evident tendency to contract: coGpati u MOABUTE
‘to gather and discuss’. Hardening was more frankly admitted than in
the modern orthography: (ajmor/MR. mér "burned’, sumoxs/MR.
prunen ‘went out’, ghaaenrs/Gyaeme (25.).

In its nominal flexions this sixteenth-century Russian had reached a
definite form, but not that of the present day. The i- a- s-declensions
formed three distinct patterns, and there had not yet occurred the
invasion of all oblique cases of the plural by a-flexions. The details
may be studied in the paradigms already offered. The examples of
Middle Russian all correspond to the period from 1500 to 1550, which
was one of relative calm and consolidation. There were vacillations in
Middle as in Modern Russian. The u-declension was still recognizable,
at least in the gen. sg.; but in the loc. voc. sg. and nom. pl. there was a
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law for each word. Masculine i-stems retained their old forms in the
plural, though their singulars had already passed to jo. The record
was still incomplete: nimens ‘stone’ had GS. wamenn /wamnn. Distine-
tion of gender had been erased from the plural, and in the singular
gender had been made to conform very closely with declension. The
old neuter collectives in -ffe were still in use: Gparse/MR. Gpiren
*brethren’, but the later usage was not unknown. The dual lingered in a
weakened form. Jlsa ‘two’ was still declined as a dual, but dual nouns
like oum “(two) eyes', while retaining DI1D. ounma, took their gen. loc.
form from the plural: gen. oues.

Russian was thus a national language in official use, but it was
variable according to occasions or persons. A will was more stylized
than a record of pleas. The Tsar wrote with some elegance, preferring
-ja to R. -¢ where there would be OB. -¢: neen /seent Pycu ‘of all Russia’,
That was a shibboleth of good Muscovite society until far into the
eighteenth century. A Novgorod merchant puts on paper his native
cokane (c for &) npoue/mpoue ‘further’, and assimilates the reflexive
pronoun to the infinitive: josmparua ‘wait’. More curious than these
are other practices showing the extreme scrupulousness of the Tsar's
civil service in adaptations and translations. Polish documents are in
the Polonized White Russian of that court (smmrkn namose ‘all the
lords’, maers moowtn "has to declare’, abuxmo Bxamm ‘that we should
go' 1503). The stilted German or Latin of the Austrian Court was
rendered by the neat device of turning the pompous phrases into
Church Slavonic. Letters from Tatary were rendered word for word,
with a free use of Tatar words and turns of expression, and a colourful-
ness otherwise foreign to Russian correspondence.

132. The Literary Styles. The literary styles were radically different
from this robust national speech of the official classes, with its
background of the vernacular. As we have seen, there was no humanis-
tic renaissance to call attention, as in the west, to the superiority of
living over dead styles. A book was a convention shared by few. Books
so composed were not either numerous or important, and later writers
of the Russian classical age looked back across them to the Slovo as
the only authentic record of Russian style. Still, in an energetic age, the
books that were written could not lack some interest of subject or
temperament, if not of elegance.

For the latter half of the sixteenth century the best authority is the
Domastroj (Oeconomicus or Book of Household Management), composed
by the archpriest Silvestr at the wish of the Tsar. Its author aspired to
no heights. His language is practically the same as that of the chancery.
He uses or omits the auxiliary in the same fashion, retains the sibilants
due to second palatalization/MR. k § ch, has infinitives in -fi but
gerunds for active participles, uses the acc. for nom. in aueps
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‘daughter’/MR nous, knows the u-plural in cumone /enmonsd, and in
copomota ‘shame’ is more true to the vernacular than MR. epamora. His
counsels are of a Hesiodic naivety, though doubtless needed at the
time, and as his purpose is severely practical he uses the very words
he expects his uncouth pupil, the Muscovite paterfamilias, to repeat,
leaving a blank for the names. So he inculcates respect for the Tsar and
for religion, the correction of children, the obedience and consultation
of wives, rule over servants and the patient endurance of sicknesses
which there was no medical science to cure.

Kotofichin’s Soinenija (Description of Russia, 1666) is a work of
quite another cast. It is salted with malice, especially against the
Romanov princesses who knew so little of the art of society during the
reign of Aleksej Michajlovié. The author has adopted the style
appropriate to a formal composition on a mundane subject. He draws
on the bank of Russo-Slavonic for such obvious archaisms as the
imperfect tense: apaxy ‘saw’ npeumaxy ‘resided’. The a-flexions had
not overflowed into the o-declension in his time: posbxs/MR. gomix
‘(in) houses'. He had even a style of a sort; his sentences being long
and shapeless, with delayed verbs, perhaps under German influence.
His acuteness and amimus nocendi, however, serve him fairly well in
place of eloquence.

A third writer is hardly more than an ejaculator on paper. It is the
archpriest Avakkum Petrovié¢ (1610-81), a bigoted opponent of Peter
the Great's decree concerning the cutting of beards. Avakkum’s
Zitie (Autobiography) and Poslanie (Epistle) record his indomitable
dislike of the order and all the sufferings brought upon him by his
intractable conscience, He was a champion of the old modes of life,
and both his taste and his profession encourage him to retain more
Church Slavonic elements than the courtly KotoSichin: the aorist
(npuupoua ‘arrived’ marmama ‘drove out’ Guers ‘was'), emuus/omiE
‘one’, no rpaay /ropony ‘through the city’, whws ‘1 know’, T enclitic,
cuphun “that is', ame ‘if, emzers ‘takes’, nuwcas ‘see’. But the use that
he puts these things to is more vernacular than his contemporary’s
manner. He has perfect tenses without auxiliary, s ‘I’ as well as
axs, Ao4s ‘daughter’ and ropoms ‘town’ according to the vernacular,
the article (romomy-ry ws semmwo xopounrs ‘hides his head in the
ground’, xbrema-rh ‘the little children'), and the expletive -su:
wam-cy ‘1 hope’. The man was accustomed to addressing Russian
citizens and peasants in a way they could understand. His sentences
are close-clipped, and follow the simplest models. He shows himself to
be a popular preacher in the vigorous turns of his phrases, in his
exclamations and asides and arguments ad kominem, and in the
vividness of his imagery.
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MODERN RUSSIAN (from 1700)

133. Peter the Great and the Material Conditions of the Language. The
first Russian newspaper, Russkija Védomosti, began to appear under
official sanction in 1703 (Jan. 2). Peter the Great himself marked
passages in foreign newspapers that ought to appear in this journal.
Its style is that of a bulletin, but necessarily colloguial. The topics of a
newspaper were varied—a presentation of an elephant to the Shah, the
unpopularity of Jesuits in China, discovery of copper ore and naphtha
near Kaza, a Cossack raid, etc.—and meant the entry of fresh
interests into Russian letters. This periodical appeared in Moscow; at
the new capital of St. Petersburg the Peterburgskija Védomosti was
first issued in 1711 (May 11). Meanwhile, in 1705, the first books had
been issued in the new civilian alphabet (rpamaancian datysa). This
was Jess a reform of the alphabet than an improvement of its shapes.
The thick and thin strokes were made more even and spaced more
openly, having in mind the best Italian alphabets; certain letters, e.g.
p, were made more like Latin letters despite their different meaning,
and scribal flourishes were eliminated. The orthography remained
almost as it was. But, though highly conservative, this innovation was
of great importance. All our alphabets have, in the last resort, a
religious sanction: the Vulgate, the Koran, the Hebrew Bible, etc. The
Tsar's innovation established a distinction between the religious
alphabet, for use in the liturgy, and the more legible letters for
civilian use. By so doing it tended to liberate lay literature from
clerical prejudice, and to open up the possibility of its future
development.

More important than either of these changes was the impression left
by Peter the Great that an entirely new era had opened for Russia.
*Our culture’, wrote Puskin, ‘appeared of a sudden, like the Russian
nobility, in the eighteenth century.’ The new life could hardly have
appeared in more dramatic circumstances. Peter the Great pitched his
new capital outside the racial limits of Russia, in districts where the
Finnish language still predominated. Germans, Dutchmen, French-
men and Scots entered his service and that of the Empress Catherine,
as every effort was made to acquire and utilize the resources of occi-
dental culture in statecraft, science, architecture and the military art.
There was a tremendous rush of new ideas into Russian life, and they
had to be accommodated in the language. The tempo quickened
throughout the eighteenth century. ‘After Lomonosov’, said Makarov,
‘we became acquainted with a thousand new things. Foreign ways
begat in our minds a thousand new concepts. More than two-thirds of
the Russian lexicon passed out of use. What could we do? We had to
look for new modes of expression.’
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The new modes of expression came first by simple importation
from the west. The bureaucracy was essentially German, but it was
drawn from the Gallicized Germans of the petty States, for whom the
German language had none of the higher cultural implications. French
influence was therefore predominant, though often at second hand;
and behind French was the prestige of Latin. Latin was still a diplo-
matic and academic language in Germany and Poland. The eighteenth
century has thus come to be called the Latin-French period of Russian
literature, and Polevoj recognized in Karamzin not the first author to
make adequate use of Russian resources, but ‘the transition from the
Latin-French epoch to the purely French epoch’. That is to say, with
Karamzin, apart from the use of pure Russian there was direct access
to the main source of new cultural ideas in France.

These phenomena are reflected in the lexicon. There is no need to
make a detailed list of words which declare themselves to the reader on
any page of a Russian book or newspaper. The German words are
often bureaucratic, such as wrémness “stamp’ wrat ‘staff’ sapna
‘mark (coin), postage-stamp’ aamapép ‘landwehr, militia’. The
German verbal suffix -feren provides a means of adapting to Russian an
infinity of foreign terms. The Russian suffix is ~fr-ovaf : achaaeriponarte
‘to cover with asphalt’. In other cases the German mediation is seen in
some phonctic feature, such as Germ. § before a consonant at the
beginning of a word (e.g. wrar ‘State’). More important were the
direct French borrowings. These are found in all stages of acclimatiza-
tion in Karamzin, those least advanced being left in their original
alphabet: umamnnanua cenrument fourment énergie épithéte awcenpeconn
swceamponats. Russian words began to be used in French senses: for
example, a style could be nadewnn (plat, not physically ‘flat” as the
Russian term properly implied); Gurte #e 8 csodéfl Tapénwe is a
mistranslation of ne pas fire dans son assiette, where assietfe means
‘mood, state of mind’; rporareasuuit is French touchant, and so on.
These sorts of expressions abounded in the language of the fops and
beaux (miromm, meronsckdd ‘elegant’), which was, strange to say, one
of the coptributive elements to the Russian national style. A distinc-
tive manner arose in the salons among the ‘best people’ who surrounded
les dames illusirées (coérerne gamu). When Puskin was asked what he
thought of the intelligence of one of these ladiés, he said, ‘I don't know.
We talked French!'

In the nineteenth century this kind of importation continued chiefly
on the technical side; commercial, scientific, industrial. Russian has
thus a large vocabulary of those cosmopolitan words to which no
specific home can be given: awTamivecknit ‘actinic’ anmmrimop
‘alligator’ awTuréaa ‘antithesis’ aprépun ‘artery’, etc. When precision
is possible; the word is generally found to be French: amymép
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‘obstetrician’ (aceomcheur) anaopiposars ‘clap’ (applaudir) apuuna
‘army’ (a@rmée). Italian musical and architectural terms and English
and Dutch commercial and nautical words are also characteristic,
though minor, parts of the modern vocabulary.

It is not to be supposed that these innovations went unopposed. The
purists proposed alternatives for these ‘barbarisms’: anrop /coummimess,
aymrdpun /eaymaanue, awrép/ anuenén, acenctésT/nomdmEnK, aapeco-
naTecA /ofpaTiTeca, etc. Their criterion predominated in the Russian
Academy's dictionary, both with regard to barbarisms and to
vulgarisms, but it involved no fewer difficulties than it removed. An
actor is not precisely a ‘character-maker’, nor an auditorium a *place of
hearing’. The Slavonic terms could only be used in a new and precise
acceptation, and that could hardly be done without some system of
mnemonics, whereas the foreign word contained dpse facto the precise
connotation desired. A further difficulty was that the content of the
Slavonic lexicon was not rich enough to provide the necessary new
terms without having recourse to archaic and obsolete words, which
were, under the circumstances, less familiar than the foreign words in
the Gallicized society of the Russian capitals.

134. Lomonosov and the Three Styles. A decisive date in the history
of Russian was that of the issue of Lomonosov's Rossijskaja gram-
matika (1755). To his contemporaries and successors in the eighteenth
century he seemed to have given laws to the Russian language. That
was a characteristic concept of the age. It would probably be more
correct to say that Lomonosov revealed the inherent regularity of the
Russian tongue to persons who had taken it too much for granted. The
language had been in full use, as we have seen, in the chancery of
Ivan III at the beginning of the sixteenth century, and it had played
its part even earlier. But a spoken language is more fluid and various
than a dead one, and Russians of the eighteenth century might well
contrast the immutability of Russo-Slavonic with the ‘lawlessness’ of
the vernacular. Even after Lomonosov there was room for debate
concerning the Russian standard; but that one existed there was no
doubt. There was no doubt, because he had himself exemplified it.
According to Karamzin, Lomonosov was the only Russian ‘classic’.
There might be blemishes in the odes (and Puikin came to the con-
clusion that he was a great man, but not a great poet), his prose might
have unwieldy sentences, and he might have no breath for the
epic; none the less, Lomonosov had written authentic Russian
(umerims pycerums maumwoss) and his works were satisfying and
definitive.

For this reason Lomonosov was approved by the ‘westerners’, and
he was the delight of the ‘slavophils’ because of his respect for Church
Slavonic. This was expressed in the dogma of the ‘three styles'.
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" Medizval rhetoricians distinguished between the high (Latin),
middle (courtly vernacular), and low (popular) styles. Lomonosov
obtained this doctrine from France in its eighteenth-century trans-
formation and applied it to Russian literature (‘rpn wrnas, sdcokin,
nocpegcrsenmail i wwakii'). The high style was Russo-Slavonic. It was
suitable for Greek poems, odes and prose dissertations upon important
themes. The middle style was to be used for theatrical pieces which
had to bear an evident relation to normal conversation (‘weaopbueckoe
caono'), and made use of Church-Slavonic for elegance along with
elements of the low style for verisimilitude. The low style was suited
for common purposes, such as comedies, impromptu epigrams and
songs. It was purely Russian. All three styles were literary, however,
and did not admit of vulgarization.

The cssential notion was that of the ‘middle’ style, since it recog-
nized the mixed character of Russian. From it developed the literary
and academic norms. After Lomonosov, the “high’ style could not be
distinguished from the liturgical language, The ‘low’ style suggested
that certain derivations from the norm would carry certain implica-
tions, but other varieties (e.g. regional) have been discovered and
exploited.

These views led to the fin de siécle controversy between the tradition-
alists (“slavophils') and the innovators ("westerners'). Their differences
extended far beyond the borders of literature and language, but within
those limits they could be defined with some precision. The main
point at issue was the position of Russo-5Slavonic. According to some
‘slavophils’ this language of books was the kernel of the literary
dialect. Its rights, in the higher departments of letters, were absolute.
It had been adopted and perfected by the Slavs for intellectual
expression, and the Russian colloquial was no more than a phase of the
same language specially adapted for the common and vulgar affairs of
life. The ‘westerners’, and especially Karamzin, took the liberty of
doubting whether this language was Russian at all. In their view it
was merely Old Serbian, and therefore had no rights over Russia.
Karamzin's Letters of a Russian Traveller (Pifma russkago putefest-
vennika, 1791-2, 1797) lay within the territory always accredited
to the vernacular, but they were proof of the charm of Russian
and of its capacity for the most varied themes. His History of
Russia (Istorija gosudarstva rossijshage), however, was a work in the
‘high style', but in Russian. Russian was capable of all forms of
literature, and its use involved the rejection of literary history in
Russia with the single exception of the Slovo o polku Igorevé. The
modern facts required modern words; and not so much words,
according to Makarov, as content, thoughts, emotions, pictures and

poetic elegance.
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I'o measure the distance between the two manners of composition
we may cite some lines quoted by Admiral Sizkov to prove the
impossibility of composing elegant verse in Russian:

Russo-Slavonic Russian
WHAA JéRa TpendueT MOTOUAA AR JPOHOIT
K XJAAHy cfpiily e sadmnT K XOA0IHOMY cépriy mél rér
eAHEA Man, Apyrai o Gpagod omin moaom, apyrid ¢ Gopoado

“The young maiden shivers; she bends her neck to the cold heart;
. . . one was a youth, the other had a beard.’

In these phrases, save for the prepositions and for a single word, the
Russian writer thought in one set of forms and had to alter them
conscientiously to another series. Quite apart from the special
wsthetic qualities of these lines, the process was one in which sponta-
neity was impossible, and the original source of pleasure dried up.
But centuries of use had invested the Russo-Slavonic literary tongue
with qualities of its own, including a certain dignity not admitted in
the vernacular. The solution of this deadlock was impossible along the
lines of controversy. It had to be settled, like all ultimate questions of
literary style, by the authority of a great poet.

135. Pufkin (1799-1837). These were the elements of the problem
of Standard Russian as they presented themselves to Puskin. He was
convinced, like the ‘westerners’, that Russia had suddenly become a
nation in the reign of Peter the Great, and that such a nation demanded
its national language and literature. On the other hand he was disposed
to accord more respect than they to Russo-Slavonic. In his opinion the
Slavonic literary style was indivisible, and had been adopted in the
eleventh century by the Slavonic people (not by any specific branch of
them) with a fresh lexicon, new harmonies, and rational structure
derived from the Greek. Such a model endowed the Slavs even more
richly than the occidental nations, who depended upon Latin for their
inspiration. He thought that this language had remained inviolate
until the reign of Peter the Great. It had not suffered from the Tatar
invasions nor from the Polish-Lithuanian dominion over White
Russia and the Ukraine. But it was not the national speech of the new
nation.

Until shortly after 1820 Puskin was single-minded in his allegiance
to the new literary language of Karamzin, and only employed Church
Slavonic feztures for comic effect or for parody. He was more critical
of Lomonosov than older men who had better reason to appreciate the
greatness of the advance made. *In Lomonosov’, he wrote, '1 esteem
a great man, but not, in the last analysis, a great poet. He had
understood the veritable source of the Russian tongue and of its
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beauty: that is his principal service.' He rejected entirely the thesis of
the ‘three styles’. But the high, almost mystical value he set upon the
Slavonic dialect drew him towards experiments in it. He began to
assert the need for synthesis between the Russo-French literary mode
and the Russo-Slavonic of books. He admitted also the semantic
values of other Slavonic vocabularies as a possible source of enrich-
ment of Russian, and looked for the emergence of suitable lyrical and
narrative styles from the mingling of these different types of expression.
But while numbering Russo-Slavonic among the sources from which
the poet might draw, he resolutely rejected the notion that it was the
essential dialect of Russian culture. It was fitted, he thought, to offer
pictures and symbols, themes and expressions, for both prose and
verse. They were, indeed, by virtue of the supposed Greek reforma-
tion of the eleventh century, parts of the process of Europeanizing
Russian thought. They were, moreover, essential parts of Russian,
viewed as a historical creation. Russo-Slavonic might be used in
narrative to mark certain social features and types. Its rhetorical forms
were admissible in critical writing, and in the lyric both Russo-
Slavonic and Biblical Slavonic afforded nuances for the ‘oriental
style’, helped to express pathos, marked the epic tone, helped to
sharpen antitheses and to give shades of meaning and symbols. The
general background of all Russian expression was given by the
‘neutral’ dialect of educated society, but this speech, he thought,
should go further towards assimilating elements of the Russo-Slavonic
heritage.

He had to deal also with the French invasion of the Russian language
and with the jargon of the beaux and salons (meroasckie gpaan). To
the authority of the salons or of the illustrious ladies who presided over
them he would not bow, but he had to admit the fact of their existence
and of their necessity in some part. The new life demanded new
expressions; in so far as it was a European life it required European,
i.e. French, expression. ‘Frenchmen write as they speak’, Karamzin
had written, “but in many fields Russians must learn to speak as men of
talent write’. There were French words which imposed themselves,
either because there could be no satisfactory equivalent { éan ¢ Goawimim
anneratom ‘they ate with a good appetite’) or because they were part
of the social scene (wamnincroe). More often it was possible to give
French words Russian equivalents which were neither archaic nor
monstrous, but suitable for the conversation of ladies. It was more
important to nationalize certain French connotations by employing
Russian phrases in new senses: olOmin /illusion, sandr/gage, B mucanx
(mbamnaa) en pensée, orniTn cépane /donner son coeur, caidno wanéam /mot
d’espérance. The French language had had an immense sentimental
and intellectual education which had given to its simplest words the
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power of uniting into significant groups; Pufkin acquired the same
flexibility for Russian. Finally, it is from the brief French sentence
that PuZkin derives his own prose style, which rejects the involutions
of German prose as seen in Lomonosev and the unambitious shape-
lessness of so much Russo-Slavonic.

Like other languages, spoken Russian had vertical dialects. Pulkin
held firmly to the general principle of educated expression, the
language of the “best people’, but with some freedom to welcome more
racy elements. He gave a democratic complexion to the national
language, unifying the literary styles by denying their traditional
divisions, adding artistic touches from the colloquial reservoir, and
purifying and ennobling the common tongue by new artistic creations.
He adapted the grammar and the nuances of the common tongue to the
ideals and style of the literary manner. In particular he made the
freest use of expressions denoted as vulgar by the dictionary of the
Academy. He was willing to use the language of ‘wafer-makers and
corn-chandlers’, but with a difference, since he considered that
Russian had become somewhat debased in their mouths.®

136. After Puskin. With Pulkin the Russian language had been
fully constituted not merely as the speech of the Russian nation,
which it had been in the fullest sense since the sixteenth century, nor
as that of the directing classes, but with the capacity to express the
whole range of thoughts proper to a complex modern society. With
him, therefore, our historical sketch ends. But there are one or two
points to be added by way of appendix. Pulkin’s romanticism differs
from that of contemporary poets in Germany and England in its lack
of popular models. Karamzin has translated ballads transmitted to him
through Herder and Biirger, but neither he nor Pulkin was in a
position to know the extraordinary wealth of Russian byliny which
were secretly recited in the huts round Lake Onega. Karamzin and
Pufkin wrote short stories after French precedents, without knowledge
of the greater part of the vivid Russian skdzki. These stores of ‘pure’
Russian became available after the middle of the nineteenth century,
and showed how it was possible greatly to reduce the debt to France by
shifting the interest to genuinely native themes. Elegant society
became less important as Dostoevsky scrutinized the human heart
and Tolstoy preached his doctrine of love. The artistic values came to
be sought much more in the purely Russian part of the lexicon.

In May 1917 the Provisional Government promulgated a simpler
system of spelling. The letters 4 o i were dropped, and so was &
wherever it was otiose. The use of @ was considered desirable, but not

* See V. Vinogradov, Jazyk Pufking (Moscow-Leningrad, 1935). Since these
words were printed G. Vinokur has given a masterly description of all phases
of literary Russian in La Laomgue russe (Paris, 1947; Russian text, Moscow, 1944).



8o RUSSIAN

compulsory; failure to comply with this suggestion has been a cause of
doubt (see section 120). Prefixes ending in = changed 7 to 5 in com-
pound words before voiccless consonants (pacckaa ‘tale’/pasckisn
[before 1917]). In the declension of adjectives GSMN. -ago/jago and
NPNF. -yja/ija were dropped, leaving only GSMN. -ogo NPMNF.
-ye and their soft equivalents. Similarly, among pronouns, omi o
became available for the neuter and feminine as well as the masculine,
and the spelling of ASF. e was extended to the genitive/older GSF.
en. The question of word-accent was not touched in this decree. In
practice an accent (acute or grave) is used to distinguish e.g. ywe
‘narrower’ from yme (ymé) "already’.

Soon after this order was given the October Revolution was carried
through, with notable effects upon the language which we cannot
attempt to measure at this date. Obvious points are the sudden
flourishing of initials in the form of words, as orita = ofecmenie
rocytapersenunx nagireasern ‘Unified State publishing house’, oaér
‘Society for the promotion of agriculture among toiling Jews', and of
portmanteau words like Comraprism = comér HapOAHLYX ROMMCCAPOB
‘Council of People’s Commissars’, womcomba ‘Young Communist
League’, Beepadoraemaéc *Union of Land and Forest Workers’,
aapnaara ‘wages’ (=sipatorsan naara). Equally obvious is the effect
of innovations in the literary language; though it is still difficult to
determine how many innovations will be definitively adopted into
common cultural use. Languages develop rapidly under the stress of
strong experiences, and there is every reason to believe that we are
contemporaries of one of the most active periods in the history of the
Russian language.®

DIALECTS
[See also section gfa)]

137. White Russian. The White Russian speech corresponds in part
to the territory of marsh and river between the Pripet and the Dvina
which was occupied by the ancient Dregovici. They provide, however,
only a portion of the linguistic substratum. In the region of Polock
and Smolensk the original inhabitants were Kriviéi (North Russians),
while between Dnieper and SoZ lay the Radimi¢i who were at first
associated with the Vjati¢i (East Russians). Certain Lithuanian tribes
have also been submerged in this mass. It appears, therefore, that
White Russia was constituted not by a tribal unit but by the political
compression of peoples under the Lithuanian sovereignty. This
process belongs to the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries. It was
in the same epoch that Little Russian or Ruthenian took shape in the

* See Astrid Bocklund, Die wmiverbierenden Verkurzungen der heutiven
rugrisehen Sprache (Upsala, 1940).
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Carpathian Galicia. In certain respects the two languages concur
in features which may be described as typically West Russian.

The White Russian specch was already in use for official purposes
under the Lithuanian Olgierd (c. 1345), father of the Jagiello who
ascended the Polish throne by marriage with the heiress Jadwiga in
1386, It had already reached its full phonetic and morphological
development, but it continued to develop its vocabulary and syntax.
The predominant position in the parmership of peoples was taken by
Poland in the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries, and the Polish elements
began to increase in White Russian, the more markedly when Poland
espoused the cause of the Counter-Reformation. A White Russian
literary language arose which was marked by Church Slavonic and
Polish increments and differed considerably from that of the common
people. Even the sounds and forms of the language were affected by
Polish. A decline set in with the end of the seventeenth century, when
White Russian began to go out of administrative and judicial use,
though it continued in other respects until the end of the eighteenth
century. This variety of the language has now died out. The popular
dialect was in 1939 still used by over ten million people distributed
between the Polish and the Soviet States. It has two sub-species: the
north-eastern and the south-western; and there is a regional literature
which takes the south-western variety as its standard. It is an official
and literary language within the USSR.

The western frontier of White Russian has been described in
section g, since it is also the frontier of Russian against Polish. As
against Great Russian it runs from south of Pskov to include Riev in
the former Government of Tvef, and then just south of Smolensk. It
then takes in the western part of the former Governmenr of Brijansk
and descends to the Desna. North of Cernigov the frontier turns west
and is continued to the Polish frontier along the line of the Pripet. In
this section White Russian divides from Ruthenian, with a compara-
tively narrow band of mixed dialect. As is well known, the Pripet
marshes form an effective barrier between northerners and southerners
on the west bank of the Dnieper.

The Cyrillic alphabet is officially used for White Russian, but a
number of dialectal studies have also been carried out by means of an
alphabet based upon Polish. There is a strong accent, and consequently
reduction in the strength of unstressed vowels, which tend to passto a
neutral timbre (dkane). Unstressed e also changes timbre (by jdkarie):
WR. wncy/R. necy ‘bear’. Where Russian has developed of/ef
from dji/ifi, White Russian has y(j),/#j): WR. ama ‘bad’ nman ‘neck’/R.
anoit mén. Highly characteristic is the semivowel @, which has resulted
from unstressed w before a consonant, from the preposition and prefix
v, and from final ! : dfedéfa "lew away’ (R. yaeréna) aff "all’ (R. sct)
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iZdi "took’ (R. sann) zrabiife ‘became’ (P. zrobil sig). As regards the
White Russian consonants, one notices that the second palatalization
still takes effect in declension: LSMN. & <&: WR. sa mapoae, § aayue,
wa cact/R. nopdr ‘threshold' admsn “shop’ coxa “plough’. The
fricative g (voiced k) is normal, as in Ruthenian: hdfy ‘naked’/R. rdauit,
This sound is found also with the demonstrative particle (h)e-: WR.
hétak 'so’ /R, drar. As for the dental consonants, they show dadhare
and cékarie, i.e. the development of affricates from occlusive d { before
front vowels, as in Polish: WR. xamaiun “go’/R. xoire. Examples of
this phenomenon go back only so far as the fourteenth century, and in
the sixteenth the dentals still remain in manuscripts, or taks the
intermediate form dj ¢, In the present tense of verbs in ®*-djo o WR.
d¥ (resulting from analogy) corresponds to R. #: WR. ranmsy ‘T look”.
The treatment of r varies according to dialect, some softening hard »
and others hardening soft r; standard WR. has hard r. The tendency to
harden final consonants {oess “eight” mwdoss ‘love’) is very pronounced
in sixteenth-century manuscripts. Before a palatal glide [j], consonants
are liable to be doubled as in some forms of Ruthenian: WR. sncéann
‘rejoicing’/R. pecéiase.

The plural of the imperative of verbs still shows e for CSL &/R. i
The vocative is in much use; eimiy ‘O son' vamanpéve ‘0 man’, and
numbers 24 take after them masculine plurals and feminine duals (cf.
use of pl. in P.Cz.). Much use is made of the enclitics un /R. (dial.) T
(ethic dat.), and of «u in questions (P. czy).

138. Ruthemian ( Ukrainic 1 or Little Russian). The claim of Ruthenian
to be regarded as an independent language, not a mere dialect, is
vonsiderably stronger than that of White Russian. It is not one based
on ancient dissociation from Russian; nothing is to be gained by putting
it on the same footing as Serbocroat or Czech. Its history is compara-
tively short, but it is individual. Though never attaining official status
like White Russian in the Middle Ages, nor in modern times until the
Revolution, it has become the expression of a distinctive mode of life,
with folk-poetry and tales, ethnography and customs peculiar to itself,
and an increasing body of literature of which the outstanding person-
age is the poet Sevéenko (1814-61). In the great city of Kiev it has had
2 capital for centuries, a capital still golden with the prestige of the
oldest Russian civilization.

The territory originally occupied by the Pycuui was bounded on the
north by the Pripet, on the east by the Dnieper as far as the Falls, on
the south by a line from the Falls to the Dniester estuary, and on the
west by the Prut and the Carpathians. This region was divided by the
tree-line which ran diagonally north-eastward, crossing the Dniester a
little above Kiev. In the one section, among the tributaries of the
Pripet and the foothills of the Carpathians, there was woodland: in the
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other, the open steppe. In the wooded country were the Drevljane,
Volynjane, Duléby, Chorvaty, Bufane and other tribes. The plains on
the west bank of the Dnieper around Kiev were held by the *plains-
men’, Poljane. The importance of Kiev as the focal point of all the
Russian waterways raised the Poljane to hegemony over the other
tribes, especially when they were organized by the Rurikids. They
fashioned the first Russian civilization. Out on the open steppe
towards the mouth of the Dniester lay the Tivefer and Ulsdi.

The open steppe was favourable ground for the Turko-Tatar
nomads. The Peenegs and Polovey cleared them of Russian colonists,
who were forced back into the woodlands to the north. The Poljane
held firm, however, until the rout on the Kalka and the destruction of
Kiev by the Golden Horde in 1240. They too were driven north, to
unite with the Vjati¢i as East Russians, or north-westward into the
Carpathians. Two principal centres arose in South-west Russia:
Galicia (Gali¢) and Volhynia (around Cholm). Here the woods and
broken ground and marshes prevented the Tatars from using their
cavalry, and Russian principalities arose with some leisure to develop
their culture. When larger states formed to the west of them, Galicia
fell within the sphere of Poland and Volhynia of Lithuania. This
diminished Russia (Ruf) was known as Mdlaja Rus, 'Little Russia’,
from the thirteenth century. In Galicia the word ‘Ruthenian’ was
preferred. The ‘Ukraine’ was rather a geographical concept; it was the
‘frontier’ of colonization, which advanced with the decline of the
nomads upon the steppe. Poltava and Cernigov were bases for this
movement back into the open plains, In the eighteenth century
Ukrainian colonists advanced to Chafkov and parts of the provinces
of Vorone# and Kursk. They reached the mouth of the Don at
Taganrog and Rostov, but there encountered South Great Russians
who had pressed down the river. Beyond the Don they reached as far
as the Kuban.

The ancient literature ot Kiev throws no light upon the Ruthenian
language. It is in Church Slavonic, which was also no doubt the
language of the educated classes whenever they gave care to their
utterance. Only a few errata show traces of the vernacular, and whar
they reveal is common Russian matter. It is only by a chance transcrip-
tion that we know that g was a fricative (k) in Kiev. Some dialectal
peculiarities appear in the second half of the twelfth century in
manuscripts executed in Galicia-Volhynia, notably in the Gospel of
1164. It is in the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries, however, that
typically Ruthenian features are first evident (o e ¢ >4). Under Polish
rule many Polonisms entered the written and popular speech, and the
popular poetry was remodelled on an occidental principle (rhyme).
Many Ruthenians wrote wholly in Polish. On the other hand, the
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business of colonization gave to the language a power of expansion
denied to White Russian, and it developed a high degree of independ-
ence. There are many collections of folk-songs and legends of
Carpathian Galicia and the Ukraine. Over fourteen thousand
proverbs have been collected. Original works have been published,
and there are important treatises on grammar and ethnology. Out
of the many dialects there has been evolved a standard language
for literary use. Its basis in the speech of former Austro-Hungarian
territory is explained by political considerations. In Podkarpatskd
Rus (formerly part of Czechoslovakia) there was a movement
to bring the vocabulary of the language closer to that of Great
Russian.

The northern frontier of Ruthenian leaves the Polish language
frontier in the region of Bielsk, and is separated from White Russian by
the Pripet and a line north of Cernigov. It is then divided from South
Great Russian to the south of Kursk and VoroneZ. Thence the frontier
turns south to the mouth of the Donec, and follows the Don. Rostov
has a mixed language, thanks to the South Russians who have
followed the stream to its mouth, but the Ruthenian tongue crosses the
Don and reaches the middle course of the Kuban, whence it turns
south-west to the Black Sea. There are Ruthenian colonies in the
Crimea. Between the Dniester and Prut Ruthenians and Rumanians
are mixed, and south of the Carpathians they shade into Magyar and
Slovak communities. From the Carpathians the line turns east-north-
east through the provinces of Lublin and Siedlce (Polish Galicia). In
1940 the total number of Ruthenians stood at something short of 4o
millions. The distribution of a smaller total (33 millions) in 1924 was:
Ukraine, 28} millions; Galicia, 3} millions (42 per cent. of the
population); Bukovina and Hungary, 4 million each. There were also
a few hundred thousand in Podkarpatskd Rus.

The Ruthenian vowels are distinguished from those of Great
Russian in some important ways. Original ¢ and o and ¢ developed,
under certain conditions, into long vowels, £ @ > Ruth. 1 (section 36
O E). : ixamn ‘travel’ aito 'year, summer' mix ‘ox’/GS. moai wics
"bone' /GS. wieru aip ‘ice’/GS. aéay. The northern dialects differ in
these particulars. OR. ¢ > NRuth. ie #¢ and sometimes ije under the
stress (cnier ‘light” niérep “wind'), though ¢ is found in the loc. sg., and
in the infin. -iti/if <-éti. In the same region lengthened o and e are
represented by uo me uy wi: wyons xkydus ‘horse’ nyua ‘ox’ (mox ‘ice’
syt ‘honey') leading to the simple vowel u: syus sya. Though the
end of the series differs from Standard Ruthenian the diphthongs
represent older stages of the common speech. The substitution of
closer for more open vowels is more general than this treatment of
long orlengthened 4 €. Normal o /e are represented by u/ju in examples
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which begin with the thirteenth century: xynysamn ‘buy’ ransmonaTn
*dance’ (cf. no Bomsiows ‘in God's name’ 14th cent.).

Initially o- >vo- >wi-: pis(pon-0 -4 with analogous s-) ‘he (it, she’),
pinud ‘sheep’ (cf. poonsua pano 13-14th cent.). Finally -'e becomes -fe
or -ja, doubling the previous consonant in the latter case if it is not a
labial (cf. White Russian): secinnd ‘joy" wurri ‘life’, and seciad; of. also
aafn <lijati ‘pour’,

The language differs from Great Russian and White Russian by the
absence of dkane and by the hardening of the two front vowels, though
it should be noted that r & are slightly softened by i n &. Ruth. ¢ (OR.e/T)
was not originally as soft as in the Moscow pronunciation of today, and
is now generally hard, except when initial, after a vowel, after doubled
letters, and in some endings. The sounds are distinguished as hard e/
soft e: ge ‘where' /ecre ‘is’ mie 'he has' peciand <®-ffe macre “happi-
ness'. At a time when ¢ was still soft after a palatal it became ¢ before a
hard consonant, not only under the accent as in Standard Russian but
in all cases: mdprnit “yellow' soni “woman' woaosix ‘man’. This change
does not take place before letters now hardened, which were soft in
Medimval Russian. Similarly, ¢ was hardened except when initial and
after a vowel, and at the same time y was brought forward in the
mouth. The result is Ruth. n=R.WR. u u{i). It is more open than §
and closer than e, and resembles the vowel in Eng. milk. The
precise value differs with dialect, however; it is represented by y/7 i for
the soft sounds: mixo ‘evil’ Girrn ‘strike’ wimu ‘wash’ (R. wus)/in “to
them’, noirit ‘go’ and (i) from o/e. Traces of this development are
found as early as the twelfth century and become frequent in the
fourteenth. I is sometimes found for u: miiimn sdwis ‘marry’ /R, admys,
and u dialectally for &: minip ‘evening’ (OB. vederi).

In two particulars Ruthenian goes with White Russian: ji/iji >
Ruth. wi /R, oft ¢it, and v and u (unstressed) may give @ u (written »
or y according to position): ao0puil ‘good’, ¥ smené ‘beside me, 1 have’,
mos [mou] ‘speak’ npinga [prauda) ‘truth’. OR. rit/ri i /lf >>may appear
as Ruth. p/a-u/R. ro/re lo/le: cansi "tear’.

The principal features of the system of consonants are also common
to Ruthenian and White Russian, viz., fricative g (=voiced h),
persistence of the second palatalization, development of final (of word
or syllable) # >4 (n): véaog ‘hunger’, LS. pyui/pyra “hand’ woui /mord
"foot’, monk ‘wolf’. Occlusive g occurs in Polish words and some other
foreign matter, and is now denoted by #. It occurs when k comes
before a voiced consonant, and in the fourteenth century the occlusive
£ of foreign names was represented by k or kg2 Ousichpra GS./Olgrerd
1350. Occasionally fricative g (&) has been lost: dial. opix “pea’ /ropdx
Toai “then’ /R. rorpi. Foreign iy is normally replaced by Ruth. x /xn/xd
or n: Xomi “Thomas’ Ilwoin ‘“Philip’. A conspicuous feature is the
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doubling of consonants, except labials, before soft je/ja, already
mentioned. The labials develop a following ['in such cases, and # may
become m: unn <mja/mun (cf. Cz. mé [mne]).

Ruthenian largely agrees with Serbocroat in not unvoicing final
consonants (except A): caix ‘trace’ is pronounced [§lid, &lidt].

As to the sibilants, ¢ remains soft in the same places as in Old
Russian and Common Slavonic, except when later hardened by
the hardening of the front vowels: Ruth. GS. cénun ‘of the sun’
uapiua ‘empress’ oréus ‘father’ /kynuém “by the trader’. CSI. *dj >d¥,
*zdj >#d%. The letter w stands for hard #. C § 4 have the palatal
sounds heard in Polish, but { 4 are palatalized as in Russian. An
apostrophe is used to separate hard consonants from following soft
vowels,

38. -f is found with verbs of classes iii z and iv, but is otherwise
dropped: Ruthenian naamire ‘pays’ /mime ‘writes’. In some South
Ruthenian dialects it is found in all cases, and there are dialects in
which 3S. -f is hardened. The consonant is often omitted in the
3P.in Galicia. South of the Carpathians 1.8. -m (rigam /rizam ‘think")
links the Carpathian dialect to the neighbouring Slovak. 28. -§ is
normal, with a few relics of the athematic conjugation in -5 -5. On
the analogy of 25, -§ has been formed 2P. -f/R. -te. tP. -mo is normal,
-m being rarely found; but in the Carpathian region the ending is -me
as in Czechoslovak. The principal feature of the imperative is the
survival of € in the form of i in the plural; to it have been assimilated
the verbs of iii 2 and iv: opirs *plough ye', and so xsaairs ‘praise ve'.
The infinitive s normally in -tn, except for verbs in -um (i 1), b
76 is also found. Verbs in -é#f (iii) have -iru. In the formation of
the imperfective future there is an analytical form composed of infin. +
nuy ‘1 have to', ete. (xsamirum-y,-em, etc. ‘shall praise’) as well as
the construction with 6¥ay. The reflexive is sometimes assimilated
to a previous -f: segémis ‘is led',

A few minor features of the Ruthenian conjugation are the
assimilation of byti to bidu: Ruthenian Gytu ‘be’ 6ys ‘was’; the loss
of initial i- in w0 ‘have’; the intrusion of initial i~ in iwésmm ‘having
gone’; imdén ‘went’ (fid-) from the pres. iay, infin. imi (cf. S. ifao).
In mémiy(u) ‘can’ newy(re) ‘bake’ we find the palatal consonant proper
to the other persons of the tense; and in 3P. cnants ‘they sleep’ /R.
cnnr there is softening of the labial on the analogy of 1S. cnaw.

Ruthenian noun-declensions contain a number of special features.
The survival of the vocative is notable: woaonive ‘O man' minko ‘O
woman' ciny 'O son’. DS. of o- stems is in -onu (dial. oni, the latter
by contamination of -evi and -& NP, -ome/u {ufe <ofi Cb:
GP. -ovi >-im; DILP. -am-amu-ax in all declensions (but -em -tmu -ex
and -ox -ix < -échii are found in dialects). The u- and o- declensions
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have been thoroughly mixed, and the consonant-stems fused with
them, either by generalizing the oblique-stem (iméno ‘name’) or by
declining by means of the nominative-stem (NAS. ini/GS. in-1 DS.
-, ete., like jo-stems). In the a-declension one notes soft GS. -i < OR.
-é, and 1S, -ow/ew. In Polish Galicia and the Carpathians ISF. -oju
has become -om -0 -ov: piGon ‘by a fish'.

The dual has survived in feminine and neuter declensions (NAVD,
-i < -¢), and the ending -ma occurs in fixed phrasés: nigx asepisa
‘under the door’.

Short forms of the adjectives are rare, though more frequent in
folk-songs. The long forms are sometimes reduced by loss of final -,
and many cases are affected by the passage of ¢ and lengthened é/a
to Ruthenian i. GSMN -oro becomes -ero in the northern dialects
which border on Polish. In addition to ceii/cecs “this’ there is ueft fouén

<ot ceft (for o, cf. R. sot P. ofo 'behold’). The flexions of numbers
2—4 are applied also to 5—9.

Literary Ruthenian has been carefully purified from Old Bulgarian
phonetic forms, so that CSL. ®*per- always appears as Ruth. pere-,
never in a form borrowed from OB. pré-, CSL ®tort always appears as
Ruth. torot, and so on. Apart from this and what may be called dialect
features, Ruthenian differs from Great Russian chiefly in its abstract
vocabulary, which has in many cases been built up on principles other
than those of Great Russian, sometimes (one suspects) purely for the
purpose of being different.

For purposes of comparison we give here parallel passages in the
three official languages (Russian, White Russian and Ruthenian)
taken from Jzvestija (Jan. 2o, 1938):

Russtan

o nynkry nATOMY
NOpPAJKA JHA—O Ha-

White Russtan

Ia nywxry nAaTamy
Napagky AuHA—ab

Ruthenian
o nyuxTy n'aroMy
NOPAAKY DUA—OPO

anawenun [poxypopa magnavsrni  [lpany- npranavennn [poky-
CCCP  smerynaer popa CCCP smcTynag popa CPCP smetynae
aenytar I.H. Merpor- aanyrar 1. Tlarpo¥-  memyrar I'.1. [lerpon-
cHufl. Or nmenn cwi. Ax ima Cosera§ cekuf. Big imenn Pag
Conerop Crapefma  Crapsflmum  Copera  Crapifwas  Paam
Cosera Cowasa. n Cawsa | Corersa  Coway i Pagm Hanio-
Copera Haumowaus- Hauwnanaasuacue HAALHOCTEN RenyTaT
HocTell  genmyrart manytar  [Arpofeki Netponcsyii npono-
Ierposcknft npegaa- Npanafye NaaHaqETh HYE TMPHIAAYATH
raert HaGHAUNTD Mparypopan CCCP Mpokypopom CPCP
Npoxypopom CCCP AsnyTaTa A H. AemyTaTa A.A.
AenyTaTta AH. Brunnauckara, Bumuncskoro.

Bummnckoro,
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‘On point 5 of the agenda (ordre du jour)—on the appointment of a
Public Prosecutor (procureur) of the USSR Deputy G. 1. Petrovskij
speaks (lit. steps out). In the name of the Councils of Syndics of the
Council of the Union and the Council of Nationalities Deputy
Petrovskij proposes the nomination as Prosecutor of the USSR
of Deputy A. J. Vydinskij.’

Note.— (i) Proper names take different forms in the three languages.
(ij) WR. copér ‘council’ appears without dharie.
(iii) WR. npanmange <Lat. propomere P. propomowaé, with
dkarie.
(iv) Ruth. pian <Germ. Rat P. rada "council’.

139. Great Russian. (a) South. Viewed as a local speech, Great
Russian is on the same footing as White Russian and Ruthenian,
though its area and population are vastly greater. They are three
divergent forms of one common Russian language which was sub-
stantially the same from the ninth to the twelfth centuries. It has also
given the pattern of the standard literary language, the vehicle of
administration and culture, according to the way it is spoken in
Moscow. Moscow is on the line of division between North and South
Russian, with a moderate dkaste. In one or two points the dialect of the
city differs from the literary tongue, as for example in the transforma-
tion of k § into £ d: dial. bidi/teri ‘run’.

The South Russian dialect proper is marked by strong dhade, a
tendency to turn stressed d into uo, the interchange of u/v//, fricative
2 [y], hardness of # § even when doubled, and a tendency to soften
k ch before the back vowels a/u: dial. tdlka/voawko ‘only’. Thanks
to the interchange u/v, -vu- may be reduced to w: dial. déushka
‘maiden’. GSMN. -ro is pronounced -yo/ya, but rarely -vo. 38. -f ;
jidof /uner ‘goes’. Past gerund -m&/R. -vfi: dial. ujéchamii “having
gone away'.

The South Russian area is divided into three principal division. The
north-western division (Kaluga, Tula) changes the timbre of un-
stressed e (to 'a by jdkane) only before hard consonants: fald/cead
*village' #asii ‘necy ‘bear’. In the eastern section (Rjazan, Tambov,
Penza, Vorone#, Saratov) the change of timbre of ¢ occurs in all
circumstances: dadi /vepd “lead’ and also bafagi/Geperin ‘guard’. The
frontier to the north of South Great Russian is defined by the north-
western and eastern dialects as far as the Volga, after which the
eastern frontier is defined by the eastern dialect which follows the
river down to Stalingrad. There has also been some expansion of this
dialect towards the Urals. In the southern variety (Orel, Kursk)
unstressed e suffers dissimilated dkasie, that is, it becomes ¢ when
followed by a stressed d, but @ when followed by another sound: dial,
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Zimla /aoman ‘land’ but sasd /uecy ‘bear’. It is this vanant of South
Great Russian which defines the northern frontier of Ruthenian,

(b) North. As the North Great Russian dialects have not given the
literary standard their divergencies from it are the more striking. They
have historical importance as being either the Old Russian northern
dialect of Novgorod, Pskov, Polock and Smolensk, or extensions of the
same. It was from North Russia that the first colonists were drawn for
Perrh and Siberia, and its speech has spread with its people. Moreover,
North Russia is the place of refuge of discarded traditions, the home of
shdzki or legends which were evolved further south, and more especi-
ally of the traditional heroic poetry of the byliny. The byliny take for
their oldest subjects the affairs of Kiev in the days of the Rurikids, and
they still preserve traces of this distant origin (e.g. in knowledge of
some historical persons, of the grasses of the steppe, etc.). Richard
James collected the first known byliny in Moscow, at the beginning of
the seventeenth century. Many of the best strictly historical ones belong
to the reign of Ivan the Terrible, and it seems probable that they
reached their apogee in the sixteenth century. If so, they were the
finest examples of imaginative literature of the time, compensating for
the poverty of the extant works in Russo-Slavonic. But they fell out of
favour, and were only recovered in the middle years of the nineteenth
century round the cold shores of Lake Onega. In this last form they
are examples of North Great Russian; but they are discrepant in some
particulars, and display more information and imagination than are to
be expected in their humble surroundings.

North Great Russian dialects are characterized by dkare (o retaining
its timbre when unstressed, and even being used instead of a: dial.
doldko/miaiwo “far’, Ondréj, lokéj ‘lackey’. Unstressed and stressed e
become # before hard consonants, and ¢ is even found for original &
dial. befdda ‘conversation’. There is a general tendency towards
narrower vowels: e for ja: dial. pdmef /niware ‘memory’ cédo/udne
‘child’; i for e in some parts: dial. libed/néGenn 'swan’; i for # where ¢
and ¢ are confused: dial. lito/aéro ‘summer’ misto/mécro ‘place’
(mésto); ju for jo (€): lud/aea 'ice’. It is only in North Great Russian
that contraction of vowels occurs as a regular feature: ae oe de >a o e:
dial. znaf délaf/aniems némaems.

« The principal feature in its consonants is the occurrence of cokarie
and dékasie. The first is the use of ¢ for £ (as cédo *child’, quoted above);
the latter is the use of ¢ for ¢ (as ovdd /onna “sheep’). Both features are
absent from parts of Novgorod, Tvef, Viadimir, Jaroslavl, Kostroma,
Simbirsk and Kazan. There are dialects which have cékasie only. The
double change is characteristic of the old Novgorod dialect, and
examples can be traced back to the eleventh century. Occlusive g
persists, and is sometimes even imposed on those words (Gos)
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‘lord’ GS. Bdga) in which the standard was fixed by Kiev. L ending a
word or syllable becomes #/v: dial. dovgo/néaro ‘long’, kdlokov/
woaowoa ‘bell’, as in South Russian, and there is the same tendency to
palatalize k before a/u: dial. dévocka ‘girl’. OR. -istvo -iskd appears
with softened s: gréfeski ‘in Greek’, otécefvo ‘fatherland’ cdrivo
‘kingdom’. In part of the region soft { d becomes ¢ d, as in White
Russian: dial. bidsot /Gyner ‘will be'.

The peculiarities of conjugation and declension are fewer, since in
these respects the hittérateurs of Moscow adhered to northern tradi-
tions. 3S. -t is always hard. The reflexive -sja - is assimilated to a
preceding ¢, and appears as -si -5y -cy, according to circumstances, but
rarely as -sa -ca. In the a-stems, the dative and genitive are inter-
changed. In the plural of all stems, the instrumental takes the form of
the dative (-m for -mi) in the whole cdkare area; otherwise it sometimes
takes the form -my by contamination of OR. -mi -y, and in the byliny
1P. -y is found, though not in the living dialects; more rarely the dual
-ma is used for instr. loc. plural. -

An important characteristic is the use of the article. It is generally
reduced to (o)t or -to: dial. diém-ot “the idea’ drugdj-ot ‘the other’
pidren-to ‘the lad’, but in the region of Perrh a considerable amount of
the demonstrative declension survives. In the byliny the word on is
used enclitically as an article: conmer Cononefl on no cosoBsuROMY
‘Nightingale whistles in nightingale fashion’, voax on aoragmesn “the
magician kept guessing’.

The adjectives have only NSM. -of/ej, being free from Church
Slavonic influence, and so also GSMN. -ovo/evo. A final -¢ is often
found transformed to -¢. In folk-poetry the uncontracted declensional
forms of Old Russian sometimes occur: dial. dobroej -oem -yim -yech,
and the genitive plural is occasionally in -ef. The comparative is in -fae
skofde ‘quicker’. Yo ‘what?’ is rendered also by fto #o Ho i0 §fo Jo.

North Great Russian has five principal sub-dialects. The maritime
variety of Archangel transforms ja to ¢, and pronounces w as hard
long f%. In the Olonec region (where the best byliny have been found)
¢ becomes i before soft consonants, final -7 >4, 3S. -f survives. The
western variety (North-West Russian) is that of Novgorod and Pskov
(€ >i, weak cokarie, confusion of dat. instr. pl.). The eastern sub-
dialect is that of Vjatka and Vologda, where & >e/ie : chleb/chlieb
‘bread’. The fifth area is that of Vladimir and the Volga.



Chapter VI

WEST SLAVONIC
(POLISH, WENDISH, CZECHOSLOVAK)

A. S0UNDS

140. Stress, Length. (i) The original Slavonic stress was light but
variable, and it continued to be so in the West Slavonic dialect or
language of the Elbe (Polabian) until its extinction in the eighteenth
century: Polab. jolovéida /P, jalowica ‘heifer’, pili/P. pole ‘field’. This
type of mobile accent is still found in certain North Cassubian
dialects [Cass. jédniwe (gen.sg.) ‘one’ movi ‘new’ zdmusikujq ‘will
begin to play music’). Apart from these survivals of the archaic
system, fixed accentuation is a distinguishing characteristic of West
Slavonic.

A musical intonation has been developed, seemingly in indepen-
dence, by Cassubian, which has also lost consonant-softness.

As explained in section 22, a relatively long Slavonic word was
likely to have three grades of stress: strong (the stress-accent), medium
and weak. The lighter the stress-accent, the more in evidence would
be the medium stresses, until the point was reached at which an
exchange was effected. Among the medium stresses was included the
initial syllable. Properly speaking this would be at the beginning of a
breath-group, when, the exhalation of breath having just begun, there
would be a relatively lavish expenditure upon the first syllable. But
any substantial word might find itself at the beginning of a breath-
group, and all but enclitics have relatively tense first syllables. The
change of accent has taken place in Czechoslovak and Wendish.
Wendish is entirely surrounded by German, and Czechoslovak largely
so; but it hardly seems necessary to attribute to foreign influence a
development so much in the nature of things. That there was original-
ly a mobile dccent in Czechoslovak and Polish is clear from the weak
and strong grading of the jers. This corresponds exactly with that in
other Slavonic tongues. Yet the fixed accent must have established
itself in the Proto-Czech and Proto-Polish periods. The fact can
hardly be proved, since the spelling does not indicate the place of
Stress.

Once the initial stress had been established, a secon siress
developed in Czechoslovak at a certain distance from the principal
one. (As diacritics are used to denote length in this language, we shall
denote stress by other means, i.e. by the roman letters of the examples
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cited in italics.) The secondary accent falls on the second syllable
away from the main stress: Cz. napadal mapadala “attacked’ Pivoda
Kalivoda prondsledovati ‘pursue’. In Lower Wendish the secondary
stress falls regularly on the penultimate: cersbeny ‘red’ powofanje
‘summons’. In the villages along the eastern border, i.e. in those
nearest to Poland (Horno/Rogow, Drjéjce/Wistdrewitz, Radojz/
Radewicse and as far as MuZakow/Muskau on the Nysa/Neisse), the
secondary accent is more and more in evidence. The Polish and South
Cassubian principle of fixed stress on the penultimate is thus seen to
be a development from the secondary accent which resulted from an
earlier shift of stress to the first syllable. To this penultimate stress the
Polish language offers few exceptions (e.g. in the foreign words
matematyka liryka, etc., and in such verbal forms as robilibysmy ‘we
should do’, originally two words). There is a secondary initial accent
in the longer Polish words: P. macierzystego (GSMN.) ‘'maternal’.
When stress is laid on a word or an antithesis is given point, the
secondary accent becomes principal: P. nie ofesystego lecs maciersystego
'not paternal, but maternal’.

(ii) Original quantities still survive, to some extent, in Czechoslovak.
The clearest case is that of the tort-formula. It contains a diphthong,
which is necessarily a long syllable; and in a general way a long
syllable corresponds to (and in Russian forof is actually converted
into) two shorts. The falling and rising tones placed the peak of stress
as well as pitch upon the first and second elements respectively:
falling ™ : —/rising —: <~ . These distinctions of tone were con-
verted into distinctions of quantity in Czechoslovak. The low, weak
element of the falling tone was shortened and lost, leaving only a short
vowel; but the final rise kept those vowels long: Cz. hlas "voice” vlas
‘hair’ bfeh ‘bank’ dfevo ‘wood'/drdha ‘road’ mrds ‘frost’ hrdch ‘pea’
bfiza’birch’ bfimé ‘load’. Unstressed syllables behaved as though with
falling intonation: hlava "head’ brada 'beard’ (cf. R. golovd boredd), but
there are some irregularities, like mléko ‘'milk’ fldza‘gland’/R. molokd
delezd. In the ort-group, difference of tone seems to have led (as in
P.Wend.ESL) to difference not of quantity but of quality: CSL
Sdrsti > *rostd/®dlkomi > Cz. rist ‘growth’/lakemy ‘greedy’.

Other cases of original length preserved in Czechoslovak are more
difficult to demonstrate. The stressed syllable is absolutely longer
than any unstressed one, and therefore the accent-shift confused
relative quantities. The length of CSL. ¢ is represented by its diph-
thongization and (in Czech) ultimate solution as a narrow long vowel
(€ >ié/fe >i) in many words. Comparison with other Slavonic
languages shows that differences of tone survive as differences of
quantity in Cz. muka “torture’ /mouka “flour’ sud (pl. sudy) ‘cask’ /soud
(pl. soudy) “tribunal’ [cf. S. miika/mika siid/sidovi/sid (sidovi)). 1n
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Cz. mohu migef ‘can’ there is a quantitative difference associated with
originally distinct stresses (R. mogi mdgel”).

In some neuter n-stems, the stem-vowel is long in the nom.acc.sg.,
but short in the dissyllabic flexions: Cz. rdmé ‘arm’ bffmé ‘burden’
plémé ‘tribe’ (GS. ramene biemene plemene). An exception is pismé
“letter’. It is not easy to determine where the stress originally lay in
the n-masculines and neuters. From other languages we have: Gk.
&xucov ‘anvil’ /Aysudv ‘leader’, L. akmud ‘stone’ AS. dkmem G. akmefis
NP. akmens G. akmenii. In Slovene there has been an accent-shift in
these declensions: Slov. téle “calf” G.S. teléta, pléme GS. pleména. In
Russian the accent shifts between the singular and the plural: R.
plémja GS. plémeni/NAVP. plemend. What is recorded by the
Czechoslovak quantities is thus an accent-shift occurring at a time
when there was still a free accent in Proto-Czech. So also the r-stem:
Cz. mdti ‘mother’ GS. matefe.

Among nouns of the a-declension there are differences of length
which may be explained by the tort-formula, as above, In these and
other words the length may vary within the declension, the quantity
being, for instance, long in the nominative and accusative, and short
in some of the oblique cases: Cz. brdna ‘gate’ 1S. branou (and so also
krdva ‘cow’ drdha ‘road’ sldma ‘straw’ ordna ‘crow’/R. boromd
‘harrow’ kordva dordga soldma vordna), prdce ‘work’ 1S. praci, kide
‘hide’ 18. kosi, pdra ‘steam’ 1S. parou, etc. There are some words
which have a short vowel only in the gen.pl., and others which carry
the long vowel throughout the declension. Not all such words are
covered by the tort-formula; and whereas the long vowel can often be
accounted for (e.g. CSL. rising & e i in vira "faith’), its vacillation 1s
unexplained. Generally speaking, when Czechoslovak longs and
shorts do not correspond to Common Slavonic rising and falling (or
short) syllables, one must assume the working of analogy or the effects
of stress-shift.

(iii) The principle of compensatory lengthening for loss of jer is
found in both Polish and Czechoslovak, though not under identical
conditions. For ¢ and e (and the nasal vowel in Polish) this leads to
a change of t‘mbre. In Polish the distinction of quantity has been
climinated, leaving only that of quality; in Czechoslovak both remain.

The Medizval Polish system of secondary quantities is still alive in

he North Cassubian dialects. It was at first imperfectly represented.
I'he alphabet was based on the Latin model, which ignores differences
of quantity. None the less, spellings occur like Milees (1155) staan
"state’ (13th eent.), which seem to be attempts to show longer quantity.
Jakéb Parkosz (c. 1440) expressly asserted that ‘omnes vocales modo
longantur modo patulo breviantur’. By the sixteenth century, how-
ever, the distinction of length had become obsolescent: 'Antiqui
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Poloni longas vocales geminabant, breves simplicibus pingebant’
(Zaborowski, 1520). At about this time the acute accent was borrowed
from Czech, where it represented length. The copyist of the St John
fragment of 1516 vacillates: ostoieeca/swidcy wolee /volé. He seems to
have been embarrassed by signs denoting length where he found only
difference of quality. The qualitative difference certainly goes back to
the fourteenth century, when diphthongs appeared in the place of
geminated vowels: guor /gdr (gen.pl.) “of mountains' symvomw /syndee ‘of
sons’ Buog/Bdg (cf. OCz. Buok/MCz. Bith) ‘God’. There is nothing to
show greater antiquity for this difference of quality. Modern Polish
spelling distinguishes only ¢=[u]. This letter was usually left un-
accented in the eighteenth century, but ¢ was regularly used to denote
a close [e] approaching [i]; the seventeenth century marked d ¢, the
former to denote a sound approximating to [2], and o less often.

In Medizval Polish there was only one nasal (s). In the fifteenth
century g began to appear; later, ¢. At first this latter denoted shorter
length than g; later, more open quality.

Compensation for loss of final ¢ occurs in P. ktd# ‘“who then' cdg
‘what then'. The commonest cause for compensation was the loss of
final jer (nom.sg., gen.pl.): nom.sg. mréz ‘ice’ chleb (dial. chiéb [xlip])
‘bread’ dqb ‘oak’ mqt ‘husband’/gen.sg. mrosu chleba deba meza.
Final nasal consonants impede the change in Polish: dom ‘house'
zakon ‘order’ kort ‘horse’. Analogy works a like effect: ped ‘speed’ : :
pedzié ‘hurry’. Words ending in a voiceless consonant are also general-
ly exempted: plot "hedge’ s¢p "vulture’ chlgp ‘yokel'. Gen.pl.masc.
~dwe <-ovii: dgbdw ‘of oaks', cf. Cz. hadii(v) 'of snakes’ hradi(v) ‘of
cities'. Gen.pl.fem.neut. - <-i/ causes compensation except in nasal
stems: ksigg ‘of books'/ksigpa wod ‘of waters' /woda rak ‘of hands'/
reka pol “of fields’ /pole, but imion ‘of names’ (nasal stem). New words
and some others are excepted from this change: gen.pl. strof/strofa
‘verse’ sof /sofa "sofa’ jedz /jedza “vixen' garwgd/paweda ‘talk’.

Compensation for the loss of jer in the diminutive suffix is irregular
in Polish: wdzka ‘little cart’ ddjka ‘milkmaid’ /wedka ‘fishing-rod’.
Forms like dgbek little oak' ewdzek ‘little cart’ are due to the influence
of oblique cases.

In Czech compensatory lengthening of the nom.sg.masc. of o/jo-
and i-stems appears arbitrary: chléb ‘bread’ smik ‘snow’ Bih ‘God'
hiisi “horse’ (where a final nasal is no impediment) d¢§# “rain’ sl *salt’ /
had ‘snake’ lev ‘lion’ Rek *Greek’ muf ‘man, husband' meé ‘sword’
kost ‘bone’ dest "honour’. When lengthening takes place in  Serbocroat
it is associated with a falling tone in the stem-vowel: S. Bég (gen,
Biga) ‘God'; but it is not certain whether intonation affects the issue
in Czech. The words compensated are those which have become
monosyllabic by loss of final jer, but GPM. i (formerly -tiv) always
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shows compensatory length. Compensation is not found in Cz. gen.pl.
fem.neut. (though it is in Slovak). Perhaps the analogy of other plural
cases, in which the stem remained short, prevented this change. In the
dat.loc.pl. -sdm -dch/ich there is compensation in the flexion. On the
other hand, loss of jer causes metatony resulting in shortening in
Cz. kldda ‘log’ gen.pl. klad and other words. Slovak gen.pl. hranic
(kramica ‘boundary’) shows lengthening, which does not appear in
Cz. hranic.

When a suffix is added in Czech, the lengthened vowel of the simple
word may or may not be retained. The diminutive -ko regularly
preserves such vowels, but with -ka usage is variable and apparently
arbitrary. In dialects lengthening occurs with the participle in
-1: dial. voldl/volala.

The semivowel j causes long vowels to arise (as in Serbocroat and
Old Bulgarian): Cz. pijdu ‘I shall go’ stdj ‘stop’ mulj ‘my’ dial. ndj-
(superlative prefix); cf. P. mdj stdj etc.

(iv) Lengthening due to contraction is also a feature of Old Polish
and Czechoslovak. These contractions establish a clear distinction
between West and East Slavonic. Among the most important of
them are:

aja ofa aje >d: OB. dobraja Cz. dobrd P. dobra, OB. stojati Cz.
stdti P. staé (cf. Joan >Cz. Fdn P. Jan), OB. délajeti Cz. déld
P. dziafa. Gen.sg.masc.neut. of adjectives Cz. -ého P. -ego
(OB. -ajego) takes ¢ from the pronominal ending C5l. -ego.
oje »&: OB. moje Cz. mé P. me.
afo >d: OB. sobojo P. sobq Cz. sebou.
éia >'d: .OB. séjati Cz. sdti P. sial.
fie >'e: OB. uméjetd OCz. umie/MCz. umi P. umie.
All the Polish long vowels have been shortened. These contractions
are due to the loss of j between vowels, and have had an important
effect on the declension of definite adjectives and the declension
of nouns with stems ending in a vowel followed by a j-suffix.
Uncontracted forms were found in Polish as late as the fifteenth
century: OP. snajemy "“we know' okopaje ‘will dig up' umieje "knows
how to’,

In Old Czech certain prepositions lengthened the initial vowel of a
following noun: OCz. kaapostolom ‘to the apostles’. Hence MCz.
vithec (v obec) ‘in general’. widi (v odi) “in view of’. Prefixes are fre-
quently lengthened: Cz. ndrod ‘people’ vykres “design’ peivod “source’.

(v) In Wendish there are no original long vowels still surviving, but
vowels are narrowed under some conditions and also lengthened from
secondary causes. The narrowing affects only o e in Upper Wendish.
Lengthening occurs in a stressed open syllable (unless the next begins
with § 5), and by reason of a following j . In Miklawusch Jakubica's
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Lower Wendish New Testament (1548) the still surviving long
vowels were marked by doubling the letter, with or without intrusive
h: zczuhutez/séuc ‘behead” maasch/maf ‘hast'.

(vi) In Slovak a sort of balance has been established in adjectives
according to which those with a short stem-vowel have a long vowel
in the ending, as in Czech (e.g. Slovak vel'ky ‘great’ gen.sg.masc.
vel'kého nom.sg.fem. vel'kd/Cz. velky velkého velkd), but those with
a long stem-vowel have a short vowel in the ending (Slovak. krdsny
‘beautiful’ krdsneho krdsna/Cz. krdsny krdsného krdsnd).

141. Oral Vowels. It should be noted that in Standard Czech initial
vowels are preceded by the glottal stop. A result is that prepositions
are devoiced: Cz. v Americe'in America’ [f ‘dmeritse]. In Czech dialects
and in Wendish, initial vowels tend to prefix v or h, c.g. LowWend.
twdras 'to plough’ (OB. orafi) hupis “to drink’ (u-piti). This feature is
found sporadically elsewhere.

A. P. pani ‘lady’ jagnig ‘lamb’ jajko ‘egg' ziemia ‘earth’ dusza ‘soul’:
UpWend. bratr “brother’ jejko ‘egg’ dufa “soul’; Cz. mdti ‘mother’
jehné ‘lamb’ dufe ‘soul’, dej ‘give’.

In the languages affiliated to Polish the vowel a tends toward o.
When lengthened in Old Polish d had the value of 4. So Polab. brot
‘brother’ Cass. barfn "ram’ pén/pin ‘gentleman’ Wendish Slovene
pdun Polab. rdtoj ‘ploughman’. OP. czaas "time’ laas ‘wood’ testify to
differences of quality and quantity not now observed in the literary
tongue. The Mazovian dialects tend to make a into e: P. rano ‘morn-
ing'/Maz. reno.

In Wendish a has been maintained except between soft consonants,
when it becomes e in Upper Wendish.

In Czech (but not Slovak) this tendency has gone further, since a is
modified to &/ie >{ after originally palatal or soft consonants, and to e
before j (Cz. dej <{daj). The pronunciation of a (and u) after a soft
consonant in Old Czech has to be inferred from later history, since the
soft pronunciation s not at first clearly marked. Thus OCz. zema
‘earth’ /zima ‘winter’ employ the same letters for #/m and ‘a/a. This
kind of spelling is found in the twelfth century: ialovica *heifer’ 11 30,
strasa/strd#{e) ‘guard’ 1143. With the first years of the thirteenth
century the palatalization is fully recognized: OCz. berne “tax’ 1208
bernie 1249 (berné), Shalice (- -ca) 1211 chtwrine ‘quarter’ (measure)
1249 (ftortné). The palatal on-glide was quite perceptible, but has
been absorbed by a previous palatal consonant in Modern Czech:
Cz. nouze ‘poverty' boufe ‘storm’ vitle ‘will’. The process of eliminati ng
the on-glide (dispalatalization) began in the fourteenth century. The
instance of viile shows that this occurred while ! was still distinct from
{. When lengthened, & became OCz. e MCxz. i: OCz. dufiech MCz.
dufich (LF.) (12th cent. dufdch).
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O. P. ogrodu (GS.) "of a garden' ogrdd ‘garden’ mrds “frost’; Up
Wend. hora ‘hill' hdrka ‘hillock’; Cz. Bith GS. Boha ‘God’, Slovak
Bék Boha.

In each of the main West Slavonic languages a lengthened ¢ has
developed into a diphthong (we), which is still heard in Wendish and
Slavak, and is still represented in Czech spelling (i); in Polish and
Czech the diphthong has become a narrow vowel [u], which remains
long in Czech but has been shortened in Polish. In the fifteenth
century the diphthong was established in Czech spelling: buoh ‘God'
dudm ‘house’ puost "fasting”. The letter & is merely another form of the
diphthong. In the sixteenth century & and & are frequently found:
zakonum (DP.) "to the laws’ bih dim.

In Polish dialects o tends to develop into a diphthong (we) after
labial consonants. In Cassubian this occurs after labials and velars:
kuost "bane” puole ‘field’ (with the narrower element made prominent).
Further west, in Wendish Slovene, this becomes a diphthong of the
mixed back-front order (i), and in Polabian it becomes i, which may
further develop to & before hard dentals: Polab. mebii "heaven' niiga
‘foot’. O is also found as vd: Polab. vdgard ‘garden’.

In the Czech of Prague initial o- >wo-.

E. P. inieg "snow’ deszcz 'rain’ miasto/LS. miescie ‘township'
imienia GS./GP. imion (fmig ‘name’) 15. plote/25. pleciesz "plait’;
LowWend. sebjo "heaven’ UpWend. pjerje 'feather’ LowWend.
wjasele ‘joy"; Cz. nesete ‘ye bear’ OCz. Féci 'to say’/MCz. Fici OCe.
hiésti "kneed' /MCz. hnisti Slovak Fien (gen.pl. of fFema ‘woman'), with
compensatory lengthening, OCz. nebeskeey "heavenly' (NASN.), OCz.
miesto/ MCz. misto ‘place’ OCz. zpazenie/MCz. spaseni ‘salvation’,
OCz. miesto/ MCz. mésto ‘town’ OCz. swet/MCz. svét ‘world’. In
Prague ¢ is pronounced 4.

The vowels CSl. /e differed in West Slavonic as the diphthong
ie/soft e. In Polish, as in Russian, soft and palatalized consonants
united in one order, and in this respect there was no difference
between #/e. None appears in the earliest Polish documents. On the
other hand, some difference of quality led to different results in the
process of dispalatalization before certain hard consonants (d ¢t 2 s n
{ r), since in such circumstances CSl. é >P.'a and CSl. e >P.'s:
P. miasto/tmion. (P. e {i develops like C5L g; cf. the frequent dis-
palatalization of CSL ¢ to P."q: P. d=iewigty ‘ninth’). The two processes
occurred in Proto-Polish; it is not certain whether they were con-
temporary. In the Bull of 1136, which is the first record of Polish,
¢ >'a occurs in Balowanz/Bialowqs Balouezici/ Bialowietycy Quatek/
Kuwiatek, etc. As dispalatalization does not take place before soft
consonants, except by analogy, or before hard consonants other
than those of the dento-alveolar order, this development has led to
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alternating stems in Polish declensions and conjugations which are
partly due to analogy. It is characteristic of the whole so-called
Lechitic group: Cass. fona "wife' sostra ‘sister’ calo "body’ wjara
‘faith'; Polab. bl ( <béla) ‘white’ /sestra ‘sister’ med ‘honey’ (e is not
dispalatalized in Polabian, but f ¢ are in Polab. ddn "day’ dedr "door’
desqt "ten’). The fact that this outlying member of the group should
not have e "0 is an argument for regarding this change as later than
£>'a.

These dispalatalizations occur in Wendish only in the dialects of
Sorau and Guben, spoken in an area now largely incorporated in
Poland. The passage of ¢ *>'o is general, and not conditioned as in the
Lechitic languages: LowWend. foply ‘warm’ UpWend. ldd ‘ice’
LowWend. mdro ‘sea’ plefo *plaits’. The vowel # remains before hard
and soft consonants: LowWend. bég/UpWend. béh ‘race’ LowWend.
gwézda/UpWend. kwézda ‘star’. In unaccented syllables it appears as
(j)e or (j)é (a more open e not indicated in ordinary print): LowWend.
kupjela ‘bath' zelézo ‘iron'.

In Czech the two vowels frequently remain quite distinct: CSl.
€ > 0Cz fe. The diphthong has become an open vowel {(MCz. = [e]
with preceding soft consonant or intercalated [j]) when short, and
when lengthened it has become the long narrow vowel (MCaz. ).
Examples of the simple long vowel go back to about 1300, but the
spelling fe continued into the sixteenth century. Cz. e is without
palatal on-glide. : i

U Y I P. denu (GD.) ‘of two' duch "spirit’ wody (GS.) ‘of water'
nowy ‘new’ kofci (NP.) ‘bones’ rzeczy “things’; UpWend. buk ‘beech’
blysk ‘lightning' podinaé “begin”; Cz. duch ‘spirit’ OCz. béhiin/MCa.
béhoun "runner’ vysoky “high' jasyk "tongue’ sila “force’ mif "thread’,

CSl. u remains in Polish. In Cassubian it often becomes a short &,
and in Polabian eu: deusa ‘spirit’. In Lower Wendish u >y after
labials, but the written style sometimes retains u: klobyk/klobuk ‘hat'
rozym/UpWend. rozom ‘understanding’. It may develop further into
i: Libin/Lubin dial. witro ‘morning’. OCz. & <¢ and ojo has passed
through au to ou: OCz. sid saud/MCz. soud ‘court’ OCz. hlavi hlavau
(15.)/MCz. hlavou ‘by the head'. The long vowel arose either by
perpetuating original quantity or by lengthening during the history
of Czech. It is normal in texts of the early fourteenth century, but
with the beginning of the fifteenth it gives way to aw, though still
found as late as the end of the sixteenth century. The diphthong aw is
due to dissimilation, the first half of the long vowel (= uu) opening, It
enters with the last quarter of the fourteenth -century and lasts into
the seventeenth: Tropauss 1373, vvkaupye (3P.) ‘ransom’, Kraupa
1400, Kaldeyskaw 1470. Some writers preferred this diphthong as late
as 1849. In the fifteenth century the diphthong had become ou by the
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reassimilation of its two elements: OCz. korowhwie ‘banners’ (15th
cent.)/MCz. korowhve. It was the most usual from the beginning of
the seventeenth century. Meanwhile, ‘u preceded by a palatal devel-
oped into a front vowel, as did ‘a. At first this was not marked: the
u of OCz. LS. zemu/zimu appeared the same, but was in fact different.
Then came the sign fu (yu): pokasyu sie ‘show myself’ (14th cent.).
In the same century forms like zemy (AS.) show the full development
had taken place.

CS5l. v persists in Polish as a separate sound; it is there a retracted ¢
not unlike Ruth. u. As a result of the rise of soft velars & ¢ and (less
often) ch, v is replaced by i: P. gingé “perish’ stugi ‘servants’ mathi
‘mothers’. Conversely, ¥ is substituted for original ¢ as a result-of the
hardening of the palatals sz ez szcs £ rz: P, ocay "eyes’. Before an r
otiginal y e from the beginning of the fifteenth century: estery ‘four’
pasterzs "herdsman’. In Wendish also the original pronunciation per-
sists, but with exchanges for u or i. The oldest Czechoslovak transcrip-
tions were by means of ui, as in Old Slovene: Cz. Buitsow/Bydfov
1186, Buitic 1196, Buistrice 1226. Hus (1406) used the sign y, and
said the sound was made ‘ponendo principium lingua sub inferioribus
dentibus et in medio elevando linguam per modum circuli’. The
distinction of letter was maintained by the Moravian Brethren for
their great Bible (1579—93), and it remains to this day. The sounds of
y and §, however, are now identical, and are not some middle value as
in Ruthenian but the forward vowel i. [ >y in Cz. blyskati ‘shine’ and
in dialects after ¢ = 5. In Prague Cz. ¥ is pronounced &f; cf. & >ou in
Standard Czech.

In Cassubian y has become generally the same as ¢, but after labials

. and liquids it is a short back & In Polabian, German influence has
made accented y to sound as dj.

Loss of i sometimes occurs in Polish initially: grad/igrad ‘play’
iglica/OP. glica ‘bodkin’ mied/OP. imied ‘have’; medially: wieliki/
wielki “big'; and finally (28. imperative and infin.): chwal *praise’
bacz "heed’ mieszkad ‘dwell’. It appears as a semivowel in Cz. jméno
‘name’ jho ‘yoke’, etc.

Jers. The jers are lost in weak position, and in strong position they
both originally became e: P. d=iedt GS. dnia “‘day’ komiec GS. kosica
‘end' feb GS. fba ‘head’; UpWend. (sin ‘dream') ddei ‘day’; Cz.
pdtek ‘Friday' den 'day’ sen “dream’ orel “eagle’. It is characteristic of
West Slavonic that the jers should both give e (apart from later changes
affecting that vowel); Slovak, however, frequently has o <d as in
Russian and some forms of Bulgarian. Dispalatalization occurs as for
original e in Polish and Wendish.

142. Nasal Vowels. P. wat GS. weta 'snake’ sedzia 'judge' miosg
‘I bear’ bedge ‘being’; LowWend. gus ‘goose’ UpWend. husyea,
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LowWend. péty UpWend. pjaty ‘fifth’; Cz. ruka "hand' pét ‘five’
pdtek ‘Friday’; Slovak pdr ‘five’.

(i) CSl. o/¢ persisted into twelfth-century Polish, but with their
timbres very closely allied (approximately nasal d/4). In the Bull of1136
they are represented by a large variety of devices: an en un/am em um/
o ¢ u: Balouanz Deuentliz Lunciz Sodoun Chomesa Chrustov/ Bialowqs
Dsziewietlic Lecsyca Zgdowo Chomigta Chrzqstow. The scribe had in
mind two sounds, the one akin to both @ and o, the other akin to e.
The soft variant (¢) had been dispalatalized before hard dento-
alveolars (Bafouanz/Chomesa, due to hard z/soft #). This was a
feature of all Lechitic languages. In the thirteenth century the
transcriptions overlap, since CSl. ¢ is found as P. an am a/en em e/on
om ofun uy and C5\. ¢ as an am a/en em ¢/ on o/u/in. A new sign for
nasality (#), sometimes barred, sometimes with a tick on each side,
came into use to denote the single sound which had resulted from both
ancient nasals: OP. swotego/Swigtego "holy’ so /sq, wilil fesm w mo duszo
mote /mig dusze mojg ‘'l poured out my soul within me' (Florian
Psalter, 14th century). The scribe of the Pulawy Psalter (mid 15th
century) distinguished two nasal vowels: toba/tobg (1S.) 'by thee’
bede ‘1 shall be'. The distinction implied was mainly one of length, and
depended on the conditions stated in section 140. By the sixteenth
century, however, a qualitative difference had supervened. P. g had
come to be pronounced again as [3]. In 1568 it is said to be equivalent
to Fr. an (and to Italian an, which is different in all but the backward
position of the vowel), and in 1612 it is said to be as in Germ. Bank
Gesang,; but Germans are chided in 1600 for pronouncing prostq as if
it were prostam, and in 1612 Germ. on is said to be its equivalent
(mqka=moncka). In the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries there
are denasalized spellings in o corresponding to pronunciations now
heard: waiof = tozigf ‘took’ minol = mingl ‘passed’. Meanwhile the short
nasal ¢ had become a front nasal [£]. Finally, the distinction of length
was lost, and only that of quality remained. Before some following
consonants in Modern Polish a nasal vowel develops a nasal consonant
of the same class as the following consonant: dgb [domp] mgdra
[méndra] rekg [rénk3]. When final or before { it may be denasalized:
rekq [rénkd rinko] mingd [rhin3] rainof].

In Cassubian CS5l. ¢ remains nasal before hard dento-alveolars,
where it is dispalatalized: mjgso "'meat’ fgste 'often’. Otherwise (i.e.
before palatals, velars and labials) it was narrowed to 4, and then
denasalized to i: pisc ‘fist" cygmie ‘pulls’/P. pigs¢ ciggnie. CSl. o
became Cass. g rqka *hand’. In Polabian there were also two nasals:
q <¢ (before back consonants and final and <jo), and ¢ ¢ (before
hard front consonants and <¢): mq (AS.) ‘me’ i ‘meat’/poty
‘fifth’ jozyk ‘tongue’ roko (AS.) ‘hand’ gos ‘goose’.
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(ii) In Czechoslovak and Wendish CSl. 0 u, ¢ >ja ("a), with certain
further modifications. The vowel u remains unaltered, save that long
OCz. 4 >MCz. ou: Cz. bloud ‘fool'. After the labials short ‘a appears
as d in Slovak: Slovak pdf five' pamar ‘memory’ svdzok ‘volume', In
Czech and in Upper Wendish ja (d) >¢ before an originally soft
consonant: Cz. pét “five’ UpWend. pjeé. In Lower Wendish the vowel
¢ is found in all instances: LowWend. méso/UpWend. mjaso ‘meat’
LowWend. péty/UpWend. pjaty ‘fifth’. The vowel é lengthens to
OCz. de MCz. {, so that CSl. ¢ corresponds to (j)a/é/i according to
later developments: Cz. pdtek ‘Friday' Slk. piatok/pést ‘fist’/Fiditi
‘direet”,

143. (a) Tort. P. grad ‘town, castle’ groch ‘pea’ glos “voice’ glowa
*head’ brzeg “bank’ mileko ‘milk’; UpWend. broda ‘beard’ hldd ‘hunger’
srjeda ‘middle’; Cz. hrad hlava bieh mlého,

(i) In Polish and Wendish the same solutions have been obtained.
In Old Polish prepositions were vocalized before words of this series:
OP. ode miodosei ‘from youth up’ we érdd ‘amidst’ /w strumeniu ‘in the
stream’. This is an indication that the presence, or recent presence, of
a fugitive vowel in the initial syllable was still recognized: mfo-
sre-. P. frod is a special development from *srzdd.

In Polish place-names there are traces of another procedure:
Karwina/P. krowa *cow’, and possibly also in chabry/chrobry *brave’
(*charbry?). In Cassubian the forms deriving from tort are various:
Cass. groch “pea’ droga ‘road’ parg and prdg ‘threshold’, -gard(a) in
place-names. Otherwise the development is as in Polish. Further west,
Polabian has stdrna ‘side’/bdrzda "furrow’ /gord *castle’ korvd ‘cow’/
britdda ‘beard’ (an isolated solution); gluod ‘hunger’; brég ‘bank’ bréza
‘beech’; mldko ‘milk’. In the last word telt has been treated like folt,
and this also occurs in Cassubian (cf. R. molokd): Cass. mioé ‘grind’/
P. mle¢. The western branches of the Lechitic group thus show
important differences from Polish and Wendish. CSI. tort must have
given tdrt as a first stage of the future developments tart and tort, but
tolt tert telt suffered metathesis in the usual way.

(ii) On the other hand, Czechoslovak agrees with the South
Slavonic languages in replacing CSI. fort tolt by trat tlat. Again the
middle point of the development must have been the vowel d, viz.
tort >tdrt tdrdt >trat. CSI. tert telt > Cz. *trét *tlét, the former
giving palatal # (OCz. t#éf), with later dispalatalization of the vowel
(MCz. tFet). Both @ and ¢ have become liable to lengthening in
Czechoslovak, resulting in @ and OCz. e é/MCz. i é: Cz. hrad *castle’
brdna ‘gate’ vlas ‘hair’ vldda ‘government’ bfeh ‘bank’ biimé “load’
mfiti “die’ mliti ‘grind’ miléko ‘milk’.

(6) Ort-. P. radlo ‘hoe' lakomy ‘greedy’ labeds ‘swan’/rofé ‘grow’;
foniski ‘last year's’; UpWend. dakome “climber’ / rosé ‘grow’; Cz. radlo
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lakomy labut risti roz-. The different results seem to agree with a
difference of tone in Common Slavonic: CSl. dri- >rat-/ért- >rot-.
There is no similar difference in ert- elt-, but the latter shows some
discrepancies. R. lébed OB. lebedi imply *elbendi/olbondi >P. labed
Cz. labut; and Cz. lebeda/P. loboda ‘green orach’ differ in the initial
syllable. g

In Polabian the difference of tone gives different results: Polab.
ritoj ‘ploughman’ Ldbi ‘Elbe'/rila *ploughland’ rist ‘grow’ riiz

“‘separate’.

(¢) Tirt. P. gardio ‘throat' bardzo ‘very'/fmieré 'death’ mierszié
(pronounced -r#-) ‘disgust’ (OP. fmiré mirzic), hardened in martwy
‘dead’, tlusty ‘stout’ dfug “debt’ OP. slusice (MP. slorice) ‘sun’ mowa
‘talk’ (OP. motwa) pefny ‘full’ welna ‘wool’ /wilk ‘wolf’; Wend.Low.
giardio/Up. hordlo Low. terch/Up. wjefch “top’ Low. twardy/Up.
twjerdy ‘hard’ Low. carny/Up. forny 'black’; Cz. prst “finger’ vik
‘wolf' vina ‘'wool’ piny "full'/ chlum ‘hill' slumce (Slovak sinke) "sun’/
Zerny “black’ cert ‘devil’ Zernov ‘millstone’ (OCz. érny ért Frnov).

There were no sonants in Common Slavonic, but for the West
Slavonic forms it is necessary to start from sonant r// in both hard and
soft types, viz. WSL tyt/t7t tlt/tlt. The simplest consequences of this
situation are found in Old Czech, where the qualitative difference has
been lost, and there remain only OCz. #rt tit. At a later period vowels
have developed: { (a//li) >MCz. lu, r (after ¢ £ and in some isolated
cases like tresf ‘reed’) >MCz. er.

In Polish and Wendish # has been hardened, before hard dentals in
Polish and more generally in Wendish. Hence alternations like P.
fmierd /martwy. The difference between MP. smierd/OP. fmird is only
orthographic for some speakers, since the former is often given a close
pronunciation (i€) approximating to i. The result is that WSL. tr¢ >P.
tart and WSL. t#t >P. tirt (unless later hardened). Similarly WSI.
tit >P. thut and WSL. tft > P. tilt. But these later correspondences are
traversed by some other considerations. WS, tlt has been confused
with #/t in many instances, and after a labial it then results in zeft
(peiny). After labials, also, original #¢ may become OQP. toft (OP.
mofwa MP. mowa).

In Cassubian and Wendish Slovene trt/t¥t were distinguished:
Cass. gardlo/smirc (but hardened in cedardy “hard’); but t#t alone was
found: Cass. polny wolk, Wendish Slovene pouny vouk. The same is
true of Polabian: garnak ‘milk-pot’ /dérzat “hold’ (hardened in tjdrde
*hard') tdusty ‘stout’ vduk ‘wolf".

144. Caechaslovak Somants. CSLOB. sedmi osmi >0Cz. sedm osm
(monosyllables),/ MCz. sedm osm (dissyllables—also pronounced sedum
(v)osum : : GS. sedmi osmi (dissyllabic declensional forms), This leads
to-full vocalization in some dialects: dial. sedem osem. Similarly, MCxz.
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bldzen ‘madman’ bdzen ‘fear’ hdzedi ‘discipline’ /OCz. bldzn bdzh kdzi
and Cz. bratr ‘brother’ mys! “mind’ mohl ‘could’ were monosyllabic in
Old Czech, but are now dissyllabic, with sonant 7//. A medial sonant /
has developed in slza ‘tear’, which was monosyllabic in Old Czech.
Vocalization of medial sonants occurs in dial. smert ‘death’ pelny “full’,
and in Cz. pluk ‘regiment’ fert ‘jest’ fertva ‘victim' ferv ‘worm’, ete.
The earliest example of this vocalization is czerven ‘June’ 1251, but
the examples increased throughout the fourteenth and fifteenth
centuries. Czech dialects show that sonant r was sometimes long, and
that sonant [ had two qualities and two lengths in parts of the area;
Slovak still distinguishes length in sonant r and [,

145. Velars and Postpalatals. MP. ptak NP. ptaki ‘bird’, brzeg ‘bank’
braegi, reka GS. reki *hand’, noga GS. nogi ‘foot’, kielich ‘chalice’
geografia ‘geography’, chytry ‘cunning’; UpWend. wulki ‘big’/Up
Wend. dolhi LowWend. dhuki/diugi ‘long’ LowWend. duchy
(NAP.) “spirits'/UpWend. duchi; Cz. Zdk ‘pupil’ soudruh ‘comrade’
hoch ‘lad’ /NP. Fdci soudruszi hofi; Slovak DLSF. ruke ‘hand’ mohe
‘foot’ /Cz. matce mouse drdze (matka ‘mother’ moucha ‘fy’ drdha ‘way').
UpWend. khléb ‘bread’; in this language initial ch- has become
aspirated k, and ¢ represents the diphthong [i2].

(a) Palatalization of k g-ch. Ky gy have palatalized in Polish to
ki gi; in Cassubian they have developed further into & d4, and in
Polabian to 1 di: P, kij ‘stick’ Cass. &j/Cz. kyj. Chy normally remains;
in wymachiwad ‘brandish’ rosdmuchiwaé ‘blow away’ etc. the suffix
-fwwad is due to the analogy of &/g +iwaé (oczekiwaé ‘await’). The Polish
change can be dated as of the fifteenth century: drugich (mid. 15th
cent.)/wszysthy (14th cent.). In Lower Wendish this palatalization
is as in Polish, but Upper Wendish has normally chi. The restora-
tion of soft forms of the velars helped to eliminate some of the effects
of second Slavonic palatalization from the declensions of nouns and
adjectives, as in Russian. In Czech there has been no such develop-
ment. However, the hardening of ¢ has led to the reinstatement before
it in Slovak of hard & g.

West Slavonic differs from East and South Slavonic in the fact that
¢k >f in both Slavonic palatalizations: P. dussa Cz. dufe ‘soul’ P.
musze Cz. mouse (DLSF.) "fy’. 5

Foreign words had provided k ¢ even in Old Bulgarian (OB. kesari
‘Caesar’ pazofilakija “treasury’). They produce palatals before ¢ in
Polish, except in the most modern borrowings.

(b) Velar fricative h. In the sixteenth century an occlusive g was
often written with a diacritic in Czech (synafofa ‘synagogue’). It was
limited to foreign words, and even among these the more intimate
have a fricative velar (hrabé ‘count’ <Germ. Graf). Native Czech
words took the fricative pronunciation in the period between the
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muddle third of the thirteenth century and the first third of the
fourteenth, fully three centuries after this feature had appeared
in South Russia: Cz. gora ‘hill' 1228 gore 1213/ /hora 1241 /0garzie
‘hounds' 1322. Later loanwords used k& to denote the occlusion:
Aukfpurk ' Augsburg’ kvalt ‘power’ (Germ. Gewalt). In contact with
the dentals & might become fricative: vetky /vetchy ‘frail’. In Czecho-
slovak dialects h is frequently lost before r [ n, especially in initial
position: onedy /onehdy ‘lately’ rozen/hrozen ‘grape’ Rek (literary
Czech) ‘Greek’. In Old Czech k was used in combination with other
letters to help denote peculiarly Slavonic sounds, and it often appeared
intrusively: OCz. Habraham Hemma Kabrhel *Gabriel’; cf. also the
intrusive initial A- before vowels in Czech and Wendish (section 141).

In the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries the influence of Czech upon
Polish was strong and led to the introduction of & into Polish, the more
readily since it was already a feature of the Ruthenian of Polish
Galicia: P. hanba "disgrace’ hardy ‘haughty' rohatyna ‘javelin' hrabia
‘count’. There were instances of confusion of &/g with ch at the same
time, but they were never more than sporadic. A spelling-mistake
common in Modern Polish is the confusion of /& and ch.

146. Dentals and Alveolars. (i) As observed in sections 3941, the
Common Slavonic dentals and alveolars had three variant pronuncia-
tions: hard, soft, and palatalized. In principle what occurs in Western
Slavonic is the coincidence of the soft and palatalized varieties in
palatal sibilants. The latter tend to become *hard’, that is, normal or
self-sufficient, without a glide of the nature of [j] between the sibilant
and the following vowel. The original soft dentals and alveolars—
those before a front vowel—developed into palatals later than the
originally palatalized forms—those before the semivowel j; and this
has led to minor discrepancies in the sibilants which result from them:
P. t/ ¢ (originally soft), ¢ (originally palatalized), d/ d¢ d=, I/ L, r/ r3,
n/ #, 5/ § s, 3/ # . Wendish agrees with Polish in general, but in
Czech (though not Slovak) we have to reckon among ‘hard’ vowels e
(CSl e i 4) and the jers, which disappeared without permanently
softening the preceding consonant. The two dentals have remained
less developed in their soft forms: Cz. t/ f ¢, d/ d d= >z, and the
distinction of types of | has been lost. (ii) Before the hard dentals and
alveolars the vowel ¢ has been ‘hardened’ in Polish and Wendish
(section 141 E). In Czech the hard consonants prevent the further
palatalization of (j)a <CSI. *¢ (section 142, ii). (1ii) The groups ! d!
persist in West Slavonic: P. padl Cz. padl ‘fell’, P. plot! Cz. plet]
‘wove', P. modli¢ si¢ Cz. modliti se ‘pray’, P. radio ‘ploughshare’,
Cz. radlo, P. szydlo Cz. fidlo ‘awl’.

T D. P. to ‘that’ /cialo ‘body’ cheted *want’, ldd ‘ice’ /labedd "swan’
dzialo ‘deed’, moc ‘night’ (*moktf) meec ‘might’ (*magti); UpWend.
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éflo/LowWend. félo fichi/fichy ‘quiet’, UpWend. swéca ‘candle’,
UpWend. dfotwka/LowWend. fowka ‘daughter’, UpWend. mjeza
‘border’; Cz. tak ‘so’ tma 'darkness’ (dial. #'ma)/ mlat’ (imperative)
‘thresh’ svice ‘candle’ moc ‘night’, ndheda ‘chance’/cid’ (imperative)
‘polish’ mesi/Slk. medszi ‘between’. Infinitives in -*kti *-gti (Class 1 1)
become P. -¢/otherwise -¢.

In Polish the palatalization of the soft vowels only occurred by the
beginning of the thirteenth century. In the Bull of 1136 the dentals
remain: Chotan/MP. Choctan, Deuentliz/MP. Dzxiewigtlic. In the
middle of the twelfth century there occurs Bartozege/Bartodzieje and
in the first years of the next century Chocan Braces/Braciesz. In
foreign loanwords and in the modification of consonants by syntactical
union with vowels the palatalization is attested from the same period.
The Bull of 1136 probably represents by ¢ d in this position not the
hard dentals, but dentals modified by a sibilant off-glide (¢! 4*) which
were already on the way towards full palatalization. CSI. *stj ®*zdj >P.
s3cz #di: P. puszeza ‘wilderness, forest' ggsscz ‘thicket’ jeddsenie
‘riding’.

In Lower Wendish the process of palatalization has been carried
one step further. Instead of an affricate sibilant, a fricative (£ £) has
developed

In Czechoslovak ¢ 4 (and also ») are soft before i, and are not
marked by a diacritic; ¢ d »n are also soft before Cz. £, the glide being
marked as part of the vowel (t¢ dé né). The dentals are hard before
Cz. e <CSl *e *i and before CSl. *i >Cz. -: Cz. den "day’/P. dzien
R. ded, Cz. tma ‘darkness’ kost ‘bone’ deset ‘ten’. Where ¢ d occur
they are due to a lost 4, not to loss of jer; it is a feature of the impera-
tive: Cz. 25. miar "thresh’ 7id ‘direct’. The plural is formed upon the
singular: fidte. In Old Czech and in modern dialects the full palatali-
zation of the soft dentals takes place: OCz. cmizwcs “thousand’/fisic
hnuczi/hnouti ‘move’ nawracs/navraf ‘return’, dial. kos¢ "bone’ maé
‘mother’.

R. P. rzecz ‘thing’ krsys ‘cross’ swierze ‘animal’ (rz=MP. [2], 2
sound which includes a touch of the West English ‘inverted’ r, or
when unvoiced [3]); UpWend. kfidlo (7= [3]), LowWend. kérdlo "wing';
Cz. #ici ‘say’ Fddek ‘row’ zvéf ‘animal’ (F=[¢]; vibrant voiced sibilant
palatal, which is unvoiced when final or in contact with a voiceless
consonant), Slovak has hard r.

The Polish and Wendish forms represent developments beyond the
result attained in Czech. The value [f] was common to all three
tongues, and is still represented in Polish spelling by the digraph rz,
formerly used also in Czech, and in Upper Wendish by the Hussite
sign 7. Though the sound was once common to all the West Slavonic
languages except Slovak, it was not a feature of West Slavonic itself.
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At that time (6—gth cent.) the sound must have been a much softened 7,
which had not yet acquired a sibilant pronunciation. So it was in the
time of the Polish Bull of 1136 (Dobrenta= Dobrzeta), and when
Wendish names obtained their German equivalents: Germ. Krimmitz/
LowWend. Kffmice, Germ. Krausmick/LowWend. Kfufwica, Germ.
Krischa/UpWend. Kfifow. So also in OCz. Kriwoplath 1154, but with
assibilation: Lukohorsany Orsechow (s=[%]) 1237. Examples of r rr for 7
persist through the thirteenth century in Czech, though they dwindle
rapidly after 1300. The distinction between P. rz/# persisted until the
eighteenth century, as may be attested by the absence of orthographic
confusion before that time. The vibrant was heard in Lower Wendish
in the sixteenth century: presyschel/pfifel ‘came’ (1548), but it had
already been reduced to a simple sibilant in Upper Wendish by the
fiftcenth century (pschisakam ‘swear’ 1s5th cent., p#efo ‘therefore’
1627). Slovak with its hard r presents the same development as
Serbocroat and Slovene.

L. P. kolo “wheel’ starzal ‘grew old’/dolina ‘valley’, kolanko ‘knee’
kolonista ‘colonist’; Wend. Pfifuk (Germ. Preilack)/Léskej (Germ,
Lieske); Cz. mile *pleasantly’ milo ‘pleasant’. -

There was no normal alveolar [ in West Slavonic. The hard form
was a hollow or “dark’ / (rather like that in Eng. milk) alternating with
a soft or palatalized I So it is in Polish and Wendish; this ‘palatal’ [
(P, lato “summer’ <{léto) is still the nearest to normal West European
{, and is so used in acclimatizing loanwords. In Old Czech the
two sounds were distinguished by Hus (1406), who wrote: ‘unde
sciendum quod [ generatur apponendo linguam ad superius palatam
sive dentes ®qualiter tenendo, seu inferiores extra protendendo, vel e
contra; sed [ generatur linguam in fine sub dentibus ponendo et
superiores dentes ultra inferiores protendendo’. The definition marks
the palatal quality of /, while, for [, the advancing of the upper part of
the mouth would bring the arch of the tongue into the velar region.
The reduction of /  to a single (normal) / took place towards the
middle of the sixteenth century: nalezip se ‘it was found’ léto ‘summer,
year' powolaw ‘having summoned’ (all from V. Héjek, 1541). The dis-
tinction is sometimes marked in the Moravian Brethren’s Bible (1579-
93), and grammarians persisted in making the distinction, though often
incorrectly. The method of showing consonantal variations adopted by
Hus was to put a point above the non-Latin form. The barred { is the
relic of an older looped I. In present-day Czechoslovak dialects those
of West Moravia agree with Czech, but # is found more frequently
as the Polish border is approached. According to Hus the Slovaks
had no palatal I. At present there are three sounds of this nature in
Slovak dialects; ! [ #, of which the last may become u: Slovak dial.
dau ‘gave’.
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N. P. imion (GP.) "of names' /niebo “sky' ko# "horse’; Wend. eino
‘wine' /mizki [niski] ‘low"; Cz. ndrod “nation’/mic ‘nothing’ bds ‘dome’
kil “horse’.

In Czech the soft consonant is sometimes due to analogy: kid takes
# not from CS5l. *-ai (which would have given -n), but on the analogy
of GS.NAP. kon# GP. honi/koiit 1P. honi. The palatal quality of # is
not indicated by a diacritic before 4.

S Z. P. rosa "dew'/rofé ‘grow’ piszesz "writest’, rozldg ‘plain’/
wzierad ‘look into’ Zle “ill' wysycie ‘sustenance’; UpWend. pisal
‘write'/18. pifu; Cz. stdfi ‘age’ host ‘bone’/pifed ‘writest’, zvéF
‘animal’ /vofen ‘carted’.

The passage of *sj *zj to § & had already taken place in Common
Slavonic, In addition to the palatals £ £ that language had hard s 5 /soft
{ £, and the distinction is accurately reflected in Polish. In Czecho-
slovak, however, originally soft § # have hardened.

147. Labials. P B V' F M. The letter f has been added partly to
represent a non-Slavonic sound, partly to denote a sound due to the
unvoicing of S. v, e.g. in P. wfad ‘trust’< updvati.

The labials are hard (p ete.) or soft [P, p(f) etc.]. Before the semi-
consonant [j] they have not usually generated a palatal / in West
Slavonic as in Russian, Slovene, Serbocroat and some forms of Old
Bulgarian. In the oldest Czech documents the softened sound was not
represented graphically, so that OCz. zema ‘land’/zfma ‘winter’ only
reveal their different qualities in the sequel; MCz. semé/sima. After
the introduction of diacritic points, these are sometimes employed
even when under modern conditions (e.g. before £) the softening is
taken for granted:OCz. piekna ‘pretty’ /MCz. péknd. So the Czech
grammarian NudoZersky stated in 1603 that p m v in pjife mjsto
wjra (j=1{) were 'liquide molles’. The intrusive [ is not entirely un-
known in Polish: P. kropla/OP. kropia “drop’ grobla/OP, grobia ‘dyke’
przergbla 'hole in ice’. The precise timbre of soft § ete. varies according
to dialect. In the south they are palatalized labials, as in Wendish,
but in the north they are labials followed by a palatal semiconsonant,
which is liable to pass into another consonant (pé/pf bi/bs wi/4: dial.
fara/wiara "faith’). Softened # becomes, under those circumstances,
mi/md, and this helps to account for occasional confusion of i /s:
P. nieddwiedd 'bear' /Cz. medvéd. Cz. mé is pronounced mufe.

Final labials bave become hard. In the sixteenth century they were
still soft in Polish where they had been soft in Common Slavenie:
OP. krete *blood’ cerkieiv ‘church® kilku ziewt (GP.) “of several lands’;
it was especially so in the case of imperatives, in which the consonant
had become final through loss of -i: motw ‘speak’ odstgp ‘desist’,
As late as the nineteenth century Mickiewicz printed jedwab' “silk’
Jjastrzgh’' ‘hawk’. So too in Wendish final p b m r may be marked soft
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(p etc.) though they are pronounced hard; final « is pronounced j and
is sometimes so written.

148. Stbilants. The palatalization of velars and dento-alveolars
resulted in the possession of a considerable number of sibilants by the
West Slavonic languages. These sibilants have followed certain
common lines of development. In Polish dialects there is a tendency
to confuse the alveolar or prepalatal type with the mediopalatal, as in
White Russian and North-western Great Russian: ¢/cz 3/%.

P. sz £ rz ¢z d# have been hardened, that is, they have become
normal prepalatals ‘or mediopalatals, not followed by a j-glide before
the following vowel. The change is noted when they take the hard y
for the soft i: P. csyste ‘cleanly’ #ycie ‘life’ prrysada ‘admixture’
didsysty 'rainy’ szydio ‘awl’.

In Old Czech the sibilants were soft, and as such they had power to
palatalize the following vowel. They have been hardened at a later
date, and that only in West Czech and in the standard literary (Czech
and Slovak) languages. In this the course of development was: duf'a
"soul’ >duié > dule/Slovak dial. dufd. In this way OCz. ¢ after sibilants
has been replaced by MCz. ¢, and ¢ is found only after t d v n m (mé, as
we have seen, being pronounced me): OCz. rucé/MCz. ruce (DLS.)
"hand’ OCz. nozé/MCz. noze (DLS.) ‘foot’. The affricates OCz. dx d¥
were like P. dx di: OCz. prsyrodsenye/MCz. pFirozeni ‘nature’
srodzeni 'birth' 1466. They have become fricatives.

New affricates (¢ d¥ or £ d¥) have developed in eastern dialects out
of Cz. ¢ d: dicho dicho/Cz. ticho “quietly’, détediing dfedfina/Cz.
dédina "hamlet’ Slovak dial. déigvka ‘girl’. In some dialects § # are
found before front vowels, and in others si 27 have hardened to sy 2y,
as in Wendish.

149. Final Consonants. These are unvoiced, save to some extent in
Wendish. As this is not made evident by the spelling it constitutes an
exception to the phonetic character of Czech orthography. Alterna-
tions occur like P. leb [lep] “pate’/GS. lba, which give rise to second-
ary alternations like the diminutives P. fepek lebek. Final Cz. h=ch.

150. Consonant-Groups. (a) Double consonants became single or
were dissimilated, but new doublings have arisen, e.g. in -mn-: P.Cz.
panna ‘maiden’ P. sanny ‘(road) usable by a sleigh’ Cz. vonny “frag-
rant’. Other doubled consonants are &k in P. lekki ‘light’ and # ppin
proper names: Radziwifl Jagiello Lappo. In Czech dialects dn yields
nn, which may be dissimilated to ra: Cz. bednd? ‘cooper’/dial. bennd?
berndf. Double consonants, including those of adjacent words, are
normally pronounced single in Czech but double in Polish,

Labials tended to disappear by assimilation before n f 5 as carly as
in Common Slavonic times: P. sen ‘dream’ (*siipn-) osa ‘wasp' Caz.
hynouti “perish’ (*gybmoti). Dentals assimilate to affricate palatals: Cz,
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svécky “worldly” (ts >¢) décko *child’ dvandct “twelve’, and sibilants to
other sibilants: P. boski *divine’ (Cz. bodfsky), P. mmdstero ‘multitude’ (Ca.
mnodstvi). P. mdwié *speak’ has lost { through assimilation /Cz. mluvits.

As in all other Slavonic languages, three-consonant groups tend to
become two-consonant groups by loss of the middle consonant, but
occasionally by loss of the first element.

With regard to voicing or unvoicing, the general tendency is for the
first consonant to assume the nature of the second, but © (P. %) may
assume that of a preceding consonant, # (P. rz) does so, and nm j r [
are relatively unaffected. These assimilations are not usually recog-
nized by the spelling when they occur within the modern speech, but
they do sometimes appear in sporadic variations. P. dech ‘breath’
answers to fohdrs “coward’ through its gen.sg. (tchu <dchu); of. P. krtas
larynx’/R. gortdn, P. swadéba ‘marriage’/OB. svatiba, P. pchla
(< *plcha) ‘flea’ /OB, blicha, the exceptional P. gwoli (< kwoli) ‘for
the sake of’ grzeczny "polite’ [ 7k rzecs-).

With regard to hardness or softness the results are more variable,
In Polish all labials hardened in groups: pmia (GS.) ‘of a stem’
(*pinja), prawda "truth’ krzywda ‘wrong'. When the group results
from loss of § there is discrepancy between Old and Modern Polish:
OP. robmy/MP, rébmy “let us do'. Palatals retain their softness in
Polish: miesmy ‘let us bear’ plecmy ‘let us plait’. Similarly the sibilant in
koi¢ "hone’ Spiew 'song’ flub ‘wedding’ (*sifubi), softening before soft
consonants when necessary. P. k ¢ were. however, still hard when this
process was operative, and so do not soften sibilants: P. bliski ‘near’
grqski ‘quaggy’. Soft { # remained before 7 [, but before CSI. # I they
may become §£: P. dragni¢ '] tease’ (lrom drasnic). P. ¢ dé §¢ >j before
¢ ¢z 5: P. zamoscie ‘tract beyond a bridge’/Zamojski wiejski ‘rural’
(*visiskyji), ojezyzma ‘fatherland’ (®odezysma), =zdrajea ‘traitor’
(*zradica). In this way GS. gjca/NS. ociec ‘father’ gave the analogical
NS, ojetec father”; CSL *tisti OP. ciesé ‘father-in-law’ has GDS. téci-a
-owi (with ¢ hardened in the consonant-group), whence the analogical
NS&. teéé. Original P, { d retained their soft quality after the loss of the
jer, finally or before other than dental or palatal consonants: P. pamigé
‘memory’ spowieds ‘confession’ éma ‘darkness’ /widno ‘it is light' radca
‘adviser’. [The hardness of d in jeden ‘one’ (OB. jedimi) is due to the
analogy of forms in jedn-.] They remain soft before w (which tends to
assimilate to a previous consonant, as remarked), but there are varia-
tions from the norm as the result of analogy: P. d#wigezyé ‘tinkle’
ledswie *loins’ /ledwie 'scarcely’ : : ledwo. P, | becomes { before dentals
or palatals: {za ‘tear’ OP. slza (®sliza), whence GP. fes (not *flez).
There are, however, examples of the retention of soft [ in a group:
«wspalny ‘common’ okolny ‘circulatory’. So r varies: P. orfa (GS.)
‘eagle’ (®orila), wierna ‘true’ (®véringja) morski ‘maritime' (Caz.
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mofsky)/burzlicy ‘stormy’ jutrzmia ‘matins’ wewngtrzmy ‘inner’
opatrznodé ‘providence’ (OP. opatrnoié Cz. opatrnast).

In Czech, qualitative assimilation is affected by the general tendency
to harden consonants, which is not universal as in Serbocroat but
usually occurs wherever there was originally e or jer. Cz. # corres-
ponded to all soft and palatalized instances of r. Therefore Cz. orel
‘eagle’ /P. orzel must be explained as due to the analogy of GS. orla,
where ri hardened before hard [

(b) Dissimilation and epenthesis. Original ®*sr *zr *nr Sstr zdr ndr:
Cz. stfibro ‘silver’ Jindfich ‘Henry', P. strumies "stream’. More rarely
there is epenthesis of g (=gl for =f) or F(ri€ for r¢: P. fwierszes ‘cricket’
Cz. &wrfek). Medieval Latin frequently inserted p in the groups mm
mt ml ms, and this scribal practice was followed in spelling Medizval
Polish and Czech. At a distance [---/ r---r were dissimilated; and so is
k---k in P. bisskopt "biscuit’ (bisshokt <bis coctum). Dissimilation of
sounds in contact occurs in Polish: szcz for =4 (OP. wszczedl), cht tch

_for kt th (OP. wiotchy/MP. wiothi ‘frail'), velars for dentals before
liquids (OP. ostydngd/MP. ostygngé ‘cool off’), t for & in poteiwy (16th
cent.)/MP. poczcity "honest’,

B. ForMms
(i) VERBS
151. Classes of Verbs. The infinitive remains full in Czech -ii.

Verbs of class I i resolve ®*-kti ®*-gti into Cz. -ci. In Polish, Slovak and

Wendish the vowel of the infinitive-ending has been shortened and then

lost, modifying the previous consonant. The Polish infinitive is in -¢,

except for -c in class i 1; Slovak -f (and analogical -¢f where Czech has

-cf; UpWend. -¢ (-¢ in i 1), LowWend. normally -f (with the former

affricate converted into a fricative; see section 146 T D).

A. Athematic. See section 152.

B. Thematic. (i) 1. k g: P. piec "bake’ mde (sometimes spelt mddz) ‘be
able’/pie-he -czesz mo-g¢ -2esz; UpWend. pjec LowWend.
pjac/UpWend. pje-ku -¢ef LowWend. pjeku (obsolete) pjac-om
-of; Cz. péci moci/pe-ku -fef mohu mifef.

2.t d: P. wiedd “lead’ /wiode wiedziesz; UpWend. plesé *weave':
Cz. vésti/vedu vedef.

3. pbu:P. graebaé “scrape’ shubac/skusé ‘pluck’ pleé/plewié ‘weed’
show change of conjugation (OP. przebie skube plewwe/ MP,
piele), UpWend. plé¢ LowWend. plas; OCz. hiébsti, Slovak
hriebsf, Cz. zdbsti ‘freeze’,

4.5 32 P. miedé "carry’ le2¢ "crawl’ /niosg miesiess lexe (OP. laze);
LowWend. njasé/njasom (njasu); Cz. nésti/nesu.

5. m n: P. daé 'blow’ /dme, wrigé waigéé (analogical) “take” /toezme
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wetmiesz; UpWend. fof LowWend. fed ‘reap’/#mju; Cz.
pnouti se ‘shoot up’/pnu, pociti ‘begin’ /poénu. The infinitives
in Czech have generally been rebuilt upon the present stem.

6. 1 r: P. drze¢ “tear’ /dre drzesz, kiué (kld¢) ‘prick’/kole; Low
Wend. préé “deny’/pru prjof; Cz. tFiti ‘rub’ /tru tief.

7. vowel: P. bié ‘strike’ /bij-¢ -esz, czué ‘feel’ myé “wash’; Low
Wend. pis ‘drink’ /pij-om -of; Cz. biti/OCz. bij-u -ef MCz.
bij-i (colloquial biju, by analogy).

(ii) m: 1. vowel: P. gingé "perish’ /ging, Cz. minouti ‘pass, miss',

2. consonant: P. ciggngé ‘pull’ /ciggne; UpWend. wuknyé Low
Wend. huknui “learn’ /wuknu huknjom; Cz. tisknouti ‘squeeze’
[tisknu.

(iii) é: 1. &: P. dstmied "exist’/istnief¢; these verbs pass to (iii) 2 in
UpWend., and tend to the same in LowWend.; Cz. uméti
*know how'/OCz. uméju MCz. umim, similarly MCz. rozu-
mim ‘understand’ smim ‘am allowed to' (used like German
diirfen); but spéti ‘hurry’ is conjugated spéjii ete.

2. 1: P. crerpiec 'suffer’ /cterp-i¢ -isz, slyszed (analogical -ef for -af)
*hear’ /stysz-¢ -ysz (by hardening); UpWend. leded ledié *fly'/
led-u -if; Cz. vidéti ‘see’/OCz. vizu MCz. wvidim, OCz.
slyféti MCz. slyfeti (by palatalization).

(iv)i: P. mowié ‘speak’/mow-ig -isz ucsyé "teach’/ucz-¢ -ysz (by
dispalatalization) UpWend. pali¢ 'burn’/pal-uw  -if; Ce.
prositi ‘entreat’ /OCz. prof-u -if MCz. prosim.

(v)a: 1. -af-: P. caytad “read' fesytam 3P. caytajq; UpWend.
déélaé ‘do’ /diél-am P. -aju; Cz. délati/OCz. délaju MCz.
déldm, sdzeti 'plant’/OCz. sdadju MCz. sdzim. i

2. -j-: P. pisaé ‘write' /pisz-¢ -esz; UpWend. pisad/pifu; Cz.
tesati ‘hew' /OCz. tef-u >-i 25. -ef.

3. zero: P. braé “take'/biore bierzesz; UpWend. brad/bjer-u -jes;
Cz. brdti/beru beref (with r for F by analogy).

4 =j-+ P. (dawad ‘give’)/daj-¢ -esz; UpWend. kaé 50 ‘repent’ Low
Wend. kajaf se (obsolete)/ kaju kajom.

(vi) ova: P. budewaé ‘build'/buduje; UpWend. Rupowaé "buy’/
kupufu; Cz. kupovati/OCz. kupuju MCz. kupuj-i -ef.

152. Athematic Verbs. *Es/s. The scheme of the present tense is:

Indicative
81 z 3 Py 2 3 Dn 23
P. j 53
i jest-e- m i imy  gcie
LowWend. jo
5= om ¥ my do u mej tej
Cz. Jjelst)

js- em i me te ou
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The present indicative has been rebuilt in Polish on the basis of the
form jest. In Old Polish there were found also jei¢ (rarely) ana je;
OP. nie (<{*ne je) “is not’. The Cz. nend ‘is not’ results from prefixing
ne to ni <*né {*ne je, OP. nie. The rest of the tense was based in Old
Polish on the root jes- (je-fm -§ -smy -icie D1. -swa 23. -sta). The
softening of the s in jestesmy is due to the analogy of jestescie. The
remodelled forms began to appear in the fifteenth century (preeniesieni
Jestmy ‘we have been transferred’ 1438), and the older forms die out
in the sixteenth century. Occasionally forms are found based on the
3P. sq: sqsmy sqicie. The endings -m -§ -fmy -icie serve as enclitics
attached to the participle in f to make the past tense (bylem etc.) and
the conditional (bylbym), normally without shifting the stress (byla-
bym). They may be added to particles: zebyscie byli/2e bylibyicie ‘that
you would be’.

The plural originally was in *s-, which appears in P3. OCz.Slk. sii
and also in OCz. P1. sme 2. ste. This led to forming a singular in s-, as
in Wendish: OCz. St. sem 2. 5, Slovak. dial. fem & fme. On the con-
trary, MCz. jsou has been assimilated to the other persons. Dialecti-
cally St. -ch P1. -chmy are enclitics modelled on the aorist: dial.
fe-ch=Z¢ jsem. Gerund: jsa, jsouc-.

Aorist and Imperfect

51 23 Py z 1 I 23
OFP. by- ch - chom dcie chy chowa #ta
LowWend.Aor. bu- ch =1 . A I
o & me o ded W
Conditional
MCz. by- «ch 23 3- chom ste -
Future 2 3
P. bed- ¢ %
bedz- iesz e iemy iecie
Cz: bud- u cd e emie) ete ou
Imperative
P byd# ; my cie
niech bedzie niech bedy
LowWend. bu i & my & mej tej
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The retention of the aorist and imperfect tenses and of the dual
number is a characteristic feature of Wendish, whose isolation and lack
of development in literature have led to archaism. There was no trace of
the imperfect in Polish at any time, apart from the P3. bychq, transfer-
red to the aorist. OB. Sz23. bystd also was unrepresented. Beside P1.
bychom there was found, as in Wendish, bychmy :: OP. jesmy. It
passed out of use in the course of the fifteenth century. There remained
the enclitic of the conditional mood -by, attached to the participle in /
or to a particle and followed by the enclitic endings of the present
tense: P. bylbym (fem. bylabym) ‘should be'. This usage began in the
sixteenth century (wolatbym *1 would rather’ 1527 /radbych umiaf *1
would fain be able’). The latter usage lasted till the seventeenth
century. There is no trace in Polish of a form like OB. bimi (condi-
tional). The aorist gave way to the perfect: P. bylem, etc. Infin. byd;
UpWend. by¢ bué, LowWend. bys. The future and imperative are
from CSLOB. bodo, with compensatory lengthening for loss of jer
in the imperative (see sect. 140 iii). Gerund: bedge (OP. also
sqc), adjective: bedacy; noun: -byce (UpWend. byée, ‘being’). The
past part. pass, occurs only in compounds: praybyty ‘having arrived,
increased’.

The aorist has ceased to function as such in Czechoslovak, and has
hecome a conditional, there being no trace of anything like OB, bimi.
It has not lost its inflexions, save in the P3, In the modern language,
and particularly in colloquial speech, are found such conditional
forms as byl bych byval ‘I should have been' and even byl bych
byval byl. The imperfect was also current in the older language:
OCz. S1. bie-ch 23. -¥e, ctc., occasionally contracted: bife, and there
was an alternative aorist: OCz. béck Sz23. bé. Examples occur as late as
the fifteenth century. The future and imperative tenses have their root
in bud- “bod-; gerund: budouc- as well as jsa. There are no enclitic
forms of the present, but the full forms have suffered loss of vowel by
reason of their unaccented nature. They are employed with the parti-
ciple in [ to form the past tense, except 3SP. (on dal ‘he gave').

The passive is expréssed by the reflexive of verbs, or by the past
part. pass, | the present tense of the auxiliary: P. to nam przez kapelana
oznajmilo sig { objawiono jest ‘this was declared to us and revealed by the
chaplain’. It is equivalent to the Latin perf. pass.: comstitutus sum
rex=OP. postawion jesm krol. The neuter served to form impersonal
expressions, from which the auxiliary is now omitted: P. pogrzebano go
‘he has been buried’ (‘it has been buried him').

153. *Ld- etc. P. jes¢ LowWend. jésé Cz. jisti ‘eat’, P. da¢ LowWend.
das Cz. ddti *give', P. wiedsie¢ LowWend. wéses Cz. védéti ‘know’, are
conjugated thematically except in Sl. P. dam jem wiem, l.owWend.
dam jém wém, Cz. ddm jim vim; in P3. dadzq jedzq wiedzq, LowWend.
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date jéie wéde, Cz. jedi védi, the original dental closing the stem re-
appears. Polish -ds- for -d#- is due to analogy. P. mam “have' OCz.
Jmdm/MCz. mdm forms a parallel to dam. This has in Czech, and had
in Old Polish, a long vowel by compensation for loss of jer. It was thus
analogous to the long vowel resulting from the contraction of -ajo > OP.
long nasal d, which was thus induced to adopt the -m of the athematic
verbs: OP. wolaje > OP. wolq: : ddm >MP. wolam ‘call’. A further
analogy gave wumiej¢ > MP. umiem, cf, wiem. So also Cz. déldm ‘do’
umim ‘know how to’ trpim 'suffer’. In Slovak this -m has spread also to
uncontracted verbs: Slovak. mesiem ‘I bear’. Conversely, Cz. 3P.
délaji has given rise o 3P. daji/OCz. dadi dadie, Slovak dadia.
Gerund: Cz. dada dadouc-. -

*Ei/i ‘go’ has become entirely thematic: P. ide (infin. ifé—an
analogical form) Cz. jdu (jiti), with past tenses from fid-: P. szedfem
Caz. fel (fel <*iedl : : fla <*fdla) jsem. Cz. miti ‘have’ had a diphthong
formerly: OCz. mieti, whence MCz. méj ‘have thou' mél “had’, in which
the vowel was short and so did not close to i. Other tenses were: OCz.
impf. (j)méjtech, aor. jméch, From the infinitive new frequentative
formations have been made: Cz. S1. mivdm, past part. act. mival.

154. Thematic Present Indicative. i

51 2 3 Py 2 1 Dy 23
P. gi_n— ¢ 5 T iemy iecie g
pisz- ¢ esE & emy ‘ecie g
(il 2) cierp-  ip 5z i imy  icie. iy
A, ¥z y ymy ycie g
um-  jem  iesz e lemy iecic  iejy
(vilkoch- am asz o amy acie  ajy
LowWend, njas-  om/u of o omy o u omej otej
pii- u ol o omy ofo u omgj otej
(v 1) d&t- am ol n amy ado aju  amej ate)
Ce. nes- u | ou
(vi)biduj- if ¢ emle) g
(iv) pros-" i i
% } m 8 i ime fre <

L&t
(vi)dél- dm & & dme dte  ai

The nasal vowel of S1.P3. became the indifferent Polish nasal i,
from which developed short ¢ and long g (section 14z i). These two
persons were originally hard and the others soft, which led to modifi-
cation of the final consonant of the stem (dre drq/drzesz “tear’ moge
moga/mosess "can’ pieke piekq/ pieczess ‘bake'). In verbs of classes iii 2
and iv the vowel of the ending is /. After palatals which have hardened,
e replaces de, and y replaces i. The group aje contracts to @ and eje to die;
S1. long nasal 4 then became -am : : dam, and umiem corresponds to
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wiem; P3. remains uncontracted. The contracted forms began to
appear in the fourteenth century, but unconiracted forms did not
disappear until the seventeenth (OP. wolaje umieje). P3. mosza/R.
ndsjat owes its consonant to St1. mosze/2. mosisz, where it is due to
C5L *sj >f; cf. dadzq (section 153).

The dual endings were OF. 1. -wa 23. -ta/OB. -vé -ta -te. The first
person was affected by drwa “two” and the masculine dual in -a. Of the
distinction between the other two persons there is no trace in Polish,
This number went out of use during the course of the fifteenth
century. It persists in Wendish, where D1, -mej has m from Pi.
-my, and Dz3. -t alternates with -taj. In Czech the dual was OCz.
D1. -vé/va 23. -ta; but D1. -ma also occurred: wstanma 'let us arise’
(r5th cent.). a

The tense has been affected in Czechoslovak by contraction and
palatalization. By the former aje >d, e¢je >0Cz. de MCz, i; but wje
remains uncontracted. Palatalization occurs in St1. -u P3.0Cz. -4,
preceded by a palatal consonant. The development is 'w >in >i
("4 44 »f). The Fully developed forms appear in the course of the last
third of the fourteenth century, and establish themselves in the
fifteenth. In some dialects o appears for u (neso ‘I bear'), and palataliza-
tion does not take place (malujo ‘1 paint’). In Silesia, under immediate
Polish influence, the soft form is -em >-ym : : P. -¢/MCz. -i.

51, ddm has generalized final -m to other conjugations. No examples
occur before 1300. They begin to show in the second half of the
fourteenth century, and are established by its end. In Slovak all verbs
take final -m, as (with few exceptions) in Serbocroat; but in Modern
Czech its use is restricted to (i) contracted verbs: OCz. délaju "‘make’
sdzeju “set’ uméju ‘know how' /déldm sdzim wmim, (i) verbs of class iii
(infin. -éti): OCz. trpu ‘suffer’ /trpim and those of class iv (-iti): OCz.
profu/prosim. Very early forms are mewczimym ‘1 shall not do’ spym
‘I sleep’ (between 1325-50).

SP3. -ti loses its consonant in West Slavonic. Occasionally ¢ is
found in Old Czech, more often with the plural than with the singular,
and it is then sometimes shown with a diacritic (f). It may then
represent an enclitic demonstrative particle: OCz. (flovék) newezmet =
non sumet="will not take’.

CSLP1. -me/mo/mii/my was a variable termination. From the first
came Cz. -me, obligatory in those verbs which have S, -m (S. déldm/
P. déldme) and also in Slovak where S1. -m has been generalized to all
conjugations (Slovak. S. mestem/P. nesieme). CSl. -mi > Cz, -m, which
alternates with -me after e: Cz. nesem(e) ‘we bear” péjem(e) 'we sing’.
It might be lengthened to -my: OCz. mamy ‘we have’ damy “we shall
give', Moravian dial. mamy volamy 'we call’. It might also be vocalized
as -mo: Slovak dial. budemo mdmo vidimo (cf. Ruthenian).
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Pz, -te remains firm in Czech, but in dialects palatalization takes
place in proportion as the Polish border is approached: -t'e -fe -fe,
-t'o -do: dial. pledee plot’ot's/Cz. pletete ‘you plait’. In one Moravian
dialect -fa has been introduced from the dual.

P3. -oti >0Cz. -4 >-au >-ou, -‘otit >0Cz. -t >MCz. -, -"etit >
OCz. -'d >-te >MCz, -i. This palatalization had not taken place in
eastern and Slovak dialects, where cither the old forms persist
(Slovak chuvdlia ‘they praise’) or a partial palatalization gives -d.
Transition dialects towards the Polish border show P3. -0 -jo/-om
om : : P. -q -iq: dial. robio ‘they toil' chodium ‘they go’. Another
dialectal innovation heard in Prague is the extension of -éi to other
verbs than those of the type uméti: dial. trpéji trpéj/Cz. trpi ‘they
suffer’. Yet other dialects have P3. -ijé/fjau/ijou. Prague Czech uses
the analogical endings -u -ou for -f -f (dial. pifu ‘T write’).

155. fmperative.

Sz3 o 3 D 2

P. pisz- - my cie

kocha- i Jony. e

ciggn- ij ijmy ijcie
LowWend. SYp- = my $0 mej tej

$tia- i jry  jéo jmej  jrej

hukn- i imy o imej itej
o ) :::;1‘ :3- = (mesif)  me te

déle- ( < déla-) j jme jte

bd- i &me Ete

The athematic endings had been CSL S2. *-ji Pa. -ite, and the
thematic were S2. i P2. -éte/ite. They were reduced to a single series
-i -ite in Polish at a very early date. This usage remained normal until
the fifteenth century: P. wrocicie sie ‘return ye' (15th cent.). In the
previous century, however, the next stage had been reached, namely,
the shortening first of final -4, and then of the corresponding vowel in
the plural: OP. mies-i -icie ‘bear’ /MP. mies -cie. Both treatments of the
imperative were concurrent in the fourteenth century: pojdsi ‘go’
dowiedzi ‘prove’/ wstan ‘arise’ bgdimy ‘let us be’. Because of the
hardening of final labials in Polish we find cierp ‘suffer’ /Low Wend.
syp ‘strew’ (this p is soft only in spelling). There is no consistency in
the loss or preservation of the vowel in Old Polish, and therefore
nothing to show whether (as in Russian and as seems probable) the
vowel was hetter preserved when the stress-accent originally fell on it.
After another vowel it was reduced 1o a semivowel, and after two
consonants.it was preserved: Low Wend. hukni ‘learn’. In Polish this -5
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became entangled orthographically with the closed € in the form é,
which has ultimately come to be spelled -fj: wspomni/ wspomnej,
wspomnij ‘remember’. In the last form it presents an apparent corres-
pund;:nce with dzfelaj ‘do’, etc. Between the fourteenth and sixteenth
centuries the vowel m:ght be lost in these conditions also: OP.
wytarghcie 'pull’ padimy 'let us fall', of. UpWend. wuknh wuk(r)ée
‘learn’.

The development of the mood in Czech was, in the main, similar.”
The vowel # was more resistent, and is now found in the standard
speech after consonant groups. It invaded the territory of ¢ before the
historical record began; the contrary substitution of  for # is a charac-
teristic of modern Moravian dialects. Full forms in -ife occur as late
as the fifteenth century. Délej for délaj is due to the effect of j on
preceding a (see section 141).

Sz2. *-ois 3. *-oit both gave CS51.0B.5z23. -i. The confusion of
persons spread also to the plural and dual in Old Polish, but there was
great inconvenience in not knowing to whom a given command
referred. For instance: pojeie Bogu wszelika xiemia, chwalcie ji nicbo §
atemia 'sing to God all the earth, let heaven and earth adore him'
(14th cent.) only becomes grammatically clear on comparison with the
Latin jubilate /laudeni. So too: OP. blogostaw dusza moja Gespodzina/
blogostatw wszelkie cialo imie jego 'Praise God, o my soul”/'let all flesh
praise his name' offer identical renderings of Lat. bemedic/ benedicat.
This ambiguity lasted in Polish until the seventeenth century, though
it is rare in the poet Kochanowski (1530-84). From the sixteenth
century it tended to be solved by letting miech{aj)+ 3 pres.indic. take
its place, and from the seventeenth century miech{aj) might be used
with the first person also: niechaj miesskam ‘let me dwell' miechaj
slugywa ‘let us two serve’. Niechaj ‘let’ originally meant ‘don't care’,
(S1. ®*chajo “care’). This latter development has not persisted. In some
dialects bodaj (= Bog daj) ‘God grant’ serves the same turn, and at
various medizeval dates there existed for Lat. sine ‘let’ OP. daj, daj at,
przepuscl aci, przepusé, pozwol. On the other hand, Lat. noli ‘do not'
was also rendered by miechad; at first with infin.: niechajcie 2le caymié =
nolite malefacere, and then with the indicative: niechaé skasujq ‘let
them not condemn’ 1400. The suffix -af represented a ef OP. at(i)=
et tibi, cf. OB. as(f)= et sibi, an ethic dative,

In Czech 3SP imperative is expressed by m" <ati or necht <
nechati-4- present indicative.

156. Present Gerunds. CSLOB.NSM. -y/e; of these the former was
ambiguous and went out of use, and was replaced by the unambiguous
-¢ (masc.neut.). It is found in some Polish fragments of the sixteenth
century, without reference to declensional type: OP. mage ‘being able’
s¢ 'being’ /OB. magy sy. There was also the form -a in fourtcenth-
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century Polish, which may have been borrowed from Czech: OP. ida
‘going’ (cf. Cz. nesa “bearing'). These forms have all ceased to be
employed. In Upper Wendish -'o <-¢: UpWend. twjedso ‘leading’
bjerjo “taking’. These are used predicatively. In Lower Wendish the
same effect ie obtained by adding the suffix -no to the participle in -cy.
CSL{OB.) téfe ‘comforting’ trpe ‘suffering’ ~0Cz. téf'a trpa >MCz.
téfe trpé. Before the process of palatalization took place, that is, in or
before the twelfth century, this soft -"a produced an analogical hard -a:
Cz. mesa 'bearing’, which may have affected Polish as above noted.
These are masculine singular gerunds.

CSLASM. *-ofi ¢fi >OP. -oc >MP.-qc: cierpige ‘suffering’ /OB.
trpefti, This is the normal Polish gerund. Its definite form is an
adjective: kochajqey “loving' (N. -¢ F. -a). In Czechoslovak the vowels
were denasalized, but remained distinct in quality: Cz. mesouc téfic
trpic/OB. nesofti téfofti trpefti (o >u dou, ‘o >'i >i, ‘g >'a > ).
These are feminine and neuter singular gerunds.

The sign of the plural is -e for all genders in Czech: nesouce trpice
uméfice ‘knowing how to’,

CSLSF. *-ofi/¢fi would give OP. -ecy »-gcy: OP. placzecy
‘weeping'. This was the more common ending of the gerund until the
sixteenth century, and it still alternates with -gcy in some Polish
dialects. It was in the seventeenth century that -gey prevailed. Under
such - conditions they are used without varying the flexion, i.e. as
gerunds, as distinct from the verbal adjective in -qc-y ¢ a. So Lower
Wendish pletucy/plececy ‘weaving’; OCz. nesiici téfici trpici. In Old
Czech this feminine was opposed to the mase.neut. in -a/#; but in the
modern language the final vowel is lost and the neuter coincides with
the feminine. The loss of the vowel is explicable on the theory of the
survival of mesouc etc. (ASM. *nesofi. Verbal adjective: Cz. mesouci.

157. Infinitive and Supine. P. -¢ (-c <*-kti *-gti); UpWend. -¢/
LowWend. -¢ supine -t; Cz. -ti (-¢f) supine -t.

Since final consonants are unvoiced, infin. -¢ (-c) is sometimes spelt
-dZ (-dz) in Polish, in order to mark the correspondence with other
forms in which voiced consonants occur: OP. idé=ié (ide)/MP. isé
‘go’, mddz/mdc (moge) ‘be able’. Verbs of the first class suffer modifica-
tion of some final consonants before the infinitive flexion: the velars
unite with it to give -¢, the dentals ¢ d become § (plesé “weave’ wiedd
‘lead” pldtl widdl), and the sibilants becomne soft (mieéé “bring' prydé
‘gnaw’/midsi gryzf), while the original nasal diphthongs are re presented
by nasal vowels: da¢ (*domti) ‘blow'/dme migé ‘crumple’ /mnig. Verbs
in -"ati (atter an originally soft consonant) are liable to appear in Polish
as verbs in -ef 25 a result of analogy: widsial (from widéli, with
dispalatalization): teidsieé (vidéti) ‘see’ : : letal (lefala): P. legeé/OB.
lezati. In the verbs of Class ii (n-suffix) the nasal appeared in the
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infinitive, but not in the aorist or in the forms directly depending on
the aorist, such as the participle in -I. This led to an anomaly in Polish
after the disappearance of the aorist, and to the extension of the nasal
consonant to the participle: ciggnac : : ciagngl ‘pull’. Often both forms
are found: kwitngl/kwitl ‘bloomed’ prysngl/prysi ‘burst’. This reacted
in turn upon the infinitive, giving doublets: biegngé/biec ‘run’. From
this also came intrusive -n- in pafé (*padti) ‘fall’/ padne.

The infinitive in Czech is in -# (velar-stems in -cf), which is some-
times found in medizval manuscripts represented by -tyu -tie (datyu
‘give' wryetie ‘take’ /ddti vziti) since palatalization had reduced these
endings to -#i, In dialects shortened forms of the infinitive occur; dial.
kupovat’ kupovat ‘buy’ sdzet’ ‘set’ fedal ‘sit’. After a soft consonant
infin. *-‘ati palatalized to Cz. -eti: sddati >sdzeti. The length of the
vowel before the flexion varies according to principles not wholly
determined. When the infinitive is a dissyllable the vowel is normally
long (ddti "give’ brdti "take’), but the compounds of these dissyllables
may have long or short vowels (mapdsti ‘graze’ vylézti ‘creep out’
vyrusti “develop’ /nastati *approach’ ustlati ‘make a bed’). The only
short dissyllables are: moci *be able’ jeti ‘ride’ péti ‘sing’ spéti “hurry’.
Where there has been contraction the vowel is long: bdti se ‘fear’, and
there is a similar length in the past participle in -1 (bdl). In Class iv
(-iti) both lengths are current: -éti/iti; but in Class iii 2 (-## past part.
-él) OCz. -ieti becomes MCaz. -iti. OCz. -yt#i is always short, but -jiti
increases with the centuries; -oufs is always long. In those eastern
dialects which drop the final vowel the stem-vowel is sometimes
lengthened for compensation: Moravian hdnit’' /Cz. honiti "hunt’.
A purely personal innovation was the attempt by J. Kollir (1793-
1852) to create a perfect infinitive in -vi-eti: vidé-vi-eti=vidisse ‘to
have seen’.

A supine exists in Lower Wendish (but not in Upper Wendish) and
in Czech as a complement to verbs of motion: Cz. jiti spat ‘to go to
bed’. The stem-vowel is short in Czech.

158. Past Tenses. The participle in ! distinguishes genders in the
plural in Polish, Czechoslovak, and Upper Wendish: P. cierpial -0 -a
PM. cierpieli NF. cierpialy; UpWend. braf -0 -a PM. (persons and
animals) brali M. (things) NF. brale DMNF. braloj, LowWend.
PMNF. brali DMNF. bralej; Cz. bral -0 -a OCz.PM. -Ii NF. -ly
DM. -la NF. -le/MCz. PM. (persons and animals) brali M. (things) F.
braly N. brala (OB.PM. -li N. -la F. -ly DM. -la NF. -lé).

The suffix was originally adjectival, but very few such adjectives
survive: P. byly ‘former’ staly ‘constant’. They were more numerous
in Old Polish: OP. zabilego czlowieka ‘of a slain man’/MP. zabity,
OP. zginelych= mortuorum/MP. martwych. Otherwise this form was
specialized for use with the auxiliary to form past tenses and the
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eonditional. In Old Polish, auxiliarics of the third person were in use,
though now disused, and those of other persons might be omitted if
the subject was named by a pronoun or if the auxiliary had appeared
in a previous clause. They are attached in reduced, enclitic forms
which are still partly independent of the participle: gdysmy byli w
Parysu /gdy bylifmy ‘when we were in Paris', ja bylem jam byl ‘1 was’,
To express the conditional the enclitic particle by is used, with the
auxiliary of the first and second persons: P. czytafbym ‘1 should read’,
with past conditional: byfbym czytal. Here also the enclitic is mobile:
jabym czytal ‘1 should read’, czlowiek, ktdryby byf gotdw “a man who
would be ready’, chocby daf 'though he gave’. The enclitic suffix does
not normally cause the stress to shift: exytafbym ktéryby. The im-
personal form of the conditional is formed of by and the passive past
participle -no: P. mdwionoby "one would say’,

Certain final consonants assunilated in the infinitive reappear in the
participle: kwidé ‘bloom’ /kewitl pogrzeéé ‘bury’/pogrzebl oblec ‘put on
clothes’ /oblekd. The principle of compensation for loss of final jer may
affect the masc.sg.: P. traqsl/F. trzesla ‘shook’ midsl/fem. miosla
*bore’. The hard alveolar { dispalatalizes a previous e: ntostem
nieslifmy, plotlem/pletlismy ‘wove', darl/drzeé ‘tear’. After a con-
sonant final { is not clearly heard; hence OP. umar ‘died’ reek ‘said’, cf.
Cz. dial. mes “bore’. In standard Czech all varieties of [ have fused, but
they remain distinct in dialects, and -1 has developed to dial. -u: umreu
‘died’ byuo ‘was’ fekau ‘awaited"; whence the velar quality has spread
to the preceding vowel: dial. duf/Cz. il ‘struck’. In Old Czech final /
after a consonant did not form a syllable; from later sonant { in such
cases has come dial. -el -ol -yl -al. Cz. jsem is enclitic, but unattached,
and so is bych (condit.; past: byl bych). The third-person auxiliaries
are always omitted, the others sometimes. Peculiar to Czech is the use
of the singular past tense when one person is addressed by the (for-
mally) plural pronoun vy: Vy jste byl/byla ‘you have been’.

159. Past Participles. (a) Active. CSLMNS. -{v)i >OP. w: OP.
obréciw si¢ *having turned round’, OP. rzekw (an analogical form)
‘having said". Sometimes the { of the parallel past participle intruded:
OP. myszedhw “having gone out'. Forms like rzekw wyssedho were
common in the fourteenth and ffteenth centuries, but are now
disused. CSLFS. <(v)afi >P. -(w)szy, now indeclinable: MP. poczqro-
szy ‘having begun’; upadlszy ‘having fallen’ przymidslszy ‘having
brought’ are based on the -{ participles. As all these forms were felt to
be closely akin to the participle in -/, the intrusive { became frequent
in the first half of the sixteenth century, and again in the nineteenth
century; but it is the exception in the second half of the seventeenth
century and in the cighteenth. In the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries
the w proper to vocalic-stems appeared also after consonants: OP.
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szedwszy ‘having gone’, and with intrusive [: OP. wszedlwszy ‘having
entered’.

Vocalic-stems in Czech: M. saéa-v NF. -vii P. -vie ‘having begun’,
vzav etc. *having taken’ mlev ‘having ground’ kryv ‘having covered'.
Apart from cases of contraction the vowel is short. Consonant-stems:
M. ves NF. -§i P. -%¢ 'having conveyed'. Verbs of the second class
sometimes have doublet forms: pad/padnuv ‘having fallen’. Old
Czech texts show no signs of the definite declension of this participle,
but in Modern Czech this is formed by means of the suffix -z MCaz.
pFispéchavsi lékaF ‘a doctor who had hurried to the spot’.

(b) Passive. The distribution of the participle between the suffixes ¢
and (e)n is as in Old Bulgarian (see section 57 ¢ d). In Polish -t has
been extended to verbs of class ii: sginigty ‘dead’ (i¢ for ¢ by analogy).
There are some doublets: kluty ‘stung'/kolomy, miefty 'ground’/
mielony, pelty ‘weeded'/pielony, the former being used as late as the
seventeenth century. Both suffixes effected dispalatalization: tarty
‘rubbed’ /trzeé, widziany ‘seen’ /widszied, wiedziony ‘led’ OP. pogrzebion
‘buried’ raniony ‘wounded’. Cz. mnut ‘rubbed’ trt ‘rubbed’ kryt
‘covered’ déldn ‘done’ profen ‘begged’ trpén ‘suffered’. From the
participle definite adjectives may be formed: Cz. kryty ‘covered’
Fedeny ‘said’. In Czech, especially in the eastern dialects, the use of ¢
has spread to verbs now in -ati: sdt ‘sown’ hfdt ‘warmed’. In Slovak
softening of the consonant before -jem has been eliminated, as in
Slovene and Modern Bulgarian, by analogy: razeny ‘struck’ (razif)/
Cz. rafeny.

160. Verbal Noun. P. cigcie 'blow’ caytamie ‘reading' plecienie
‘plaiting' (without dispalatalization as in the participle pleciony);
LowWend. pise/ UpWend. pide ‘drinking’ UpWend. rézanje ‘cutting’
khwalenje ‘praising’; Cz. zaleti ‘beginning’ #éeni ‘saying’. In Polish
verbs of class ii (n-suffix), doublet verbal nouns occur: P. ciggniente/
ciqgnigete ‘pulling’

161. Imperfect and Aorist.

Aorist

nahukn-u-
hup-i-
nasyp-a-

LowWend. sples-e-
¥ ch - chmy #f0 chu chmej 3tej

Imperfect

LowWend. plei-e-
huksi-e- } ch o chmy 3o chu chmej &tej
pij-a-/syp-a-
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These two tenses are alive only in Wendish. P3. -chu belongs to the
imperfect: OB. -cho/aor. -J¢, and P2. -¥o Dz3. -§tej show contamina-
tion of the imperfect and aorist terminations (OB.Pz.impf. -fete/
Dz. -sta 3. -ste); D1. -chmej has been influenced by the plural -chmy.
The imperfect is the past tense of imperfective verbs and the aorist that
of perfective verbs (the latter shown above with prefixes s- na- hu- <u-).
In the aorist the stem-vowel ¢ results from carrying e through the
declension, in face of OB. o/e; LowWend. u corresponds to OB. ¢
(CL ii); ¢ a persist. In the imperfect only contracted vowels appear:
Wend. ‘e <da/é a <aa.

When the historical period opened in Polish the two tenses were so
far decayed that a complete paradigm can be formed for neither.
S1. aor. mohwich/impf. molwiach ‘said’ widziech ‘saw’, attested only
for two verbs. §3. impf. -sze only; Dj3. aor. -sta only: OP. wilotysta
‘they two put in’. P3. -chq (impf., and used for sor.) is used quite
freely: OP. idziechq ‘they went'. A precise notion of aspect is wanting;
Lat. loquebatur = OP. mofwich/mokwiach indifferently. As the latter are
formally in the first person, a confusion of person also is implied. As
between OP. zaplakachq ‘wept’ /szukachq ‘were seeking', the differ-
ence of tense depends not on tense-ending but on the verbs them-
selves (perfective/imperfective).

Both tenses were retained for a longer time in Czechoslovak. Cz.
bych (auxiliary of the conditional) is a sigmatic aorist still in use, The
asigmatic aorist was most imperfectly preserved in Old Czech, but the
sigmatic was normal. As to persons, S2. was rare, and Pz2.D12. un-
attested; 513.P1: were in frequent use, but P3. was rarer: OCz.51.
id/jid "ate’ pad ‘fell' Kz ‘climbed’ tdh ‘tugged’ zdvik ‘lifted’; 3. vede/
véde ‘led’ wylese ‘climbed out’, Pi. Jedom /jidom ‘ate’ sédom ‘sat’,
3. mesii “brought’, D3. bodeta ‘stabbed’. P3. -chu (OCz. brachu "took’)
is an imperfect form used also for the aorist, and -fte fta/ste sta are
used indifferently. As in Wendish, OCz. ¢ corresponds to OB. o/e:
OCz. vedech ‘1 led'/OB. vedocki. In Old Czech the vowel of the
imperfect was ie, resulting from ¢ (éa) and by palatalization from ‘a:
OCz. nesiech ‘1 was bearing' lajiechi/OB. laachi ‘1 was scolding’
délajiech/OB. delaachi ‘1 was doing’. In the last example, Czech con-
traction gave -ajie- > -d-, which vowel spread to other classes of verbs:
OCz. déldch : : beriech/brdch. The stem used was the present. The
tense was current in the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries: mysleie
‘he was thinking’ kupovdch ‘1 was buying’.

The two tenses were gradually eliminated. In the fourteenth-
century Alexandreid the simple tenses/periphrastic forms were 71 to
2g; but this division was not uniform for all persons.- Even then the
periphrastic forms were normal for S2.P12.D12.; S1. shows an
equilibrium, but SP3. show a ratio of 4 to 1. In the fifteenth century
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Hus uses the aorist only for biblical quotations, and the translator of
Comestor let his instinct for periphrastic forms lead him into doubled
imperfects [imperfect f-auxiliary in the same tense: biesse kratiesse(l),
as if erat baptizabai(!) “was baptizing', kdyf dva mésiece biechu minufta
‘when two months had passed’; in this latter there has also been con-
fusion of numbers: pl.+dual]. The complete disappearance of the
tenses was probably a feature of the late sixteenth century, and
examples from DoleZal (d.1764) are no doubt to be discounted as
deliberate archaisms. Popular poetry, as collected in 1814, retained
these tenses by traditional recitation: slibovachu *promised’ méch ‘had’,
In eastern dialects the aorist and imperfect flexions are sometimes
added to the participle in I: dial. litafach 'l (fem.) flew' védélch ‘1
knew’.

(ii) NOUNS, ADJECTIVES, PRONOUNS

162. Gender and Declension. The redistribution of nouns among the
declensions so as to identify form with gender has been more fully
carried out in Polish than in Wendish or Czechoslovak. Apart from
the ‘natural’ masculines in -a, the state of affairs in Modern Polish has
come to be that nouns are masculine if the nominative ends in a hard
or soft consonant [GS. -(f)a)], neuter if ending in the vowels o e g,
and feminine if in @ f or a soft consonant (GS. -1/y). T

(i) Of original i-stems only the feminines remain in Polish, save
that P. ludzie <ludije ‘people’ 1P. goidmi ‘with the guests’ and other
forms show the retention of endings originally proper to masculine
r-stems. They have even been extended by ana.'lugy IP. konmi “with
horses’. CSL(0B.) poti ‘way’ survives only in the derivative patmik
‘pilgrim’. These masculines have left many more traces in Czech and
Wendish plurals. The whole declension is affected by contraction and
assimilation so as to present few changes of flexion in Polish or Czech.
In the latter, final # was lost without permaneatly softening the previous
consonant. In Polish, where this softening takes place with -i {*-i or
*jo, a strong analogy was established between masculines of the two
groups, an analogy absent from Czech. The hardening of sibilants in
later Polish has given rise to a soft/hard alternative within this origin-
ally wholly soft declension: P. kos¢ (GS. kofei) 'bone’/rzecz (GS.
rzeczy) ‘thing’. In colloquial Czech there is a tendency, not revealed in
the literary language, to eliminate this declension by transferring all its
masculines to the jo-type, and all its feminines to ja. The wv-stems
were assimilated to feminine i-stems, and show further colloguial
assimilation to (j)a-stems: Cz. konev/konva 'jug’ mrkev/mrkva “carrot’
bukva 'letter’.

Feminine r-stems have taken i-flexions. P. maciers ‘mother’
derives from CSL{OB.)AS. materi; but C51. *daéi OB. difti ‘daughter’
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has been transferred to the a-declension through the diminutive cérka,
cf. also matka. LowWend. mas/maser and also maiera. Cz. mdti /matha
‘mother’, dei/deera ‘daughter’, nef "niece’,

Masculine n-stems, using the accusative for the nominative, have
been transferred to the jo-declension in Polish. In Lower Wendish
kamen “stone’ has a colloquial GP. karient, preserved in a few phrases,
as well as the analogical forms kasteni and kawiesow, The survival of
this type is more complete in Czech, since Cz. kdmen ‘stone’ kmen
‘stem’ kofen ‘root’ plamen ‘flame’ hfeben ‘comb’ jecmen ‘barley’
pramen ‘source’ tf(e)men ‘stirrup’ have, to some extent, a double
declension in the singular; but in the plural they are wholly jo-stems.
Wend. (d)sen "day’ Cz. den have mixed i /jo-declensions.

The s-stems have passed over to the o-declension, some with and
others without a longer form of stem for the plural: P. siowo (GS.
slowa NP. slowa) ‘word', niebo (GS. nieba/NP. niebiosa) ‘sky”; Wend.
slowo NP, stowa, LowWend. rebjo UpWend. nebjo LowWend. NP.
tiebja/UpWend. njebjesa (and LowWend. rebjaski ‘heavenly’); Cz.
nebe (cf. mofe) DS. nebi/NP. nebesa (cf. mésta) with soft singular
and hard plural declensions.

The n- and nt-stems are declined alike. They are influenced by soft
(jo) neuters in the singular, and by hard (o) neuters in the plural. In
Czech a number of n-stems have been transferred to o-neuters by a
declension based on the oblique stem: Cz. jméno ‘name’/OCz. jmé,
colloquial bfemeno ‘load’ rameno ‘upper arm’ plemeno ‘tribe’, etc. /bfimé
rdmé plémé. On the other hand a number of foreign masculines have
been added to the nt-stems: Cz, knie prince’ hrabé‘count’, P. ksigse/
hrabia (from Czech). Cz. dité P. daiecko ‘child’ have Cz, NP. déti
P. dzieci, which follow the i-stems.

(ii) Among the a-stems those in *-fa > OB, -fji have sometimes been
rationalized: P. sedzia ‘judge’ (*sod¥ja) is a ‘natural’ a-masculine, but it
borrows declensional forms from the definite adjective (gen. sedziego
etc.). On the other hand * -'ja (OB. -'1) gives P. -i : gospodyni ‘land-
lady" bogini ‘goddess’ pani ‘lady’ ksieni ‘abbess’ prorokini *prophetess’,
Cz. pani (OCz. knieni)/ hospodyné prorokyné bohyné.

(i) the hard and soft o-declensions give masculines and neuters.
With the masculines have been fused the u-stems, case by case, and
there is no definite principle behind the differences revealed in the
declension of single words. The u-flexions do tend to be associated
with living beings, and in Czech the neuters are free from them in the
:ﬁﬁr}r language, though not in the colloquial (especially dat. sg., gen.

163. Number. (a) Dual. Wendish preserves the dual intact. There are
more traces of this number in Czechoslovak than in Polish: Cz.GD.
prsou "of the breasts’ kolenou ‘of the knees' ramenou ‘of the shoulders’
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(the usage is limited to paired parts of the body). The locative and
dative tend to take plural endings, and the nom. dual‘is felt to be a
plural, and to be fit for use with low numbers: Cz. oko ‘eye’ ruka *hand’
noha 'foot’ have dual-plurals N, of- uf-i ruc-e/nohy, G. of- ui-i (OCz.
-idd), ruk- noh-ou (OCz. -d)/ruk noh, D. of~ u¥-im ruk- noh-dm, 1. oé-
uf-ima ruk- noh-ama, L. oé- ui-ich ruk- noh-dch/ou. Cz. dvé sté ‘200’ is
dual. In popular speech the 1D. -ma tends to invade the plural, as in
Serbocroat, but it is limited even so to the single case of the instru-
mental. Mixed forms arise in dialects: Cz. dial. D. rukoum L. nokouch,
based on GLD. -ou-+DP. -m LP. -ch. Similarly in Polish: deiefcie
‘200, ocz- usz- N. -y G. -u L. -yma, rec- N. -e 1. -oma (rehu as LS. in
w moim reku 'in my hands’)/plural forms G. dez ocsdw uss(dw) rqk
I. ocz- usz- rek-ami. The dual has not affected the usage after “3’ and
‘4’ as in East and South Slavonic; after these numbers Czech and
Polish employ the nom.-acc. pl.: P. trzy konie/R. tri kowjd S. tri
kdnja.

The dual persisted in Polish until dates varying from the fifteenth
to the eighteenth centuries. It was protected by close association with
‘2" OP. dwa krola 'two kings' dewse lecie ‘two summers' deoie $enie ‘two
women' dewie oczy "two eyes’, etc. The dative case took plural forms
(-m) as early as the fifteenth century, to mark it off from the instru-
mental; the latter persisted into the sixteenth century. The gen.-loc.
dual also persisted through the sixteenth century, Nominative duals
were found in the sixteenth century, but the accusative lasted as late as
the cighteenth, and is still to be heard in Polish dialects. In Czech the
dual was still current in the sixteenth century, in immediate contact
with ‘2",

(b) Collectives. The collective neuter singular -ije was equated to the
masculine plural of i-stems -fje: P, kamienie ‘stones’ : : ludzie ‘people’.
The abstract fem. sg. -a was also used to describe a collectivity, and P.
szlachta ‘noblemen, noblesse’ is still declined as a fem. sg. (GS. -ty
DS. -cie etc.). For the most part such words have come to be deemed
plurals, and parallel to i-plurals: brac-ia ‘brothers’ : : dzieei "children’
AG. -i D. -iom 1. -(¢)mi L. tach. So also ksigds ‘priest’ pl. (coll.) kseza.
P. czlowiek ‘man’ has pl. fudzie ‘people’. Abstract neuters serve as
collective plurals: hrglestso 'king and queen’ as (well as “realm’)
panstwo ‘sir and madam' (and ‘gentry’) rodzedstwo ‘relatives, kin':
e.g. panstwo Wolscy 'Mr. and Mrs. Wolski',
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164. Paradigms of Nouns.

SNA GDLV 1 PNV A

P.(F) koké
. kosc- 5 i iy i i

LowWend.
(F) kosd - i u i i

(M) luz- € ife

Cr. (F) kost = i f i i

SNV A G DL 1

P.(N) imig - 2
imien- in i iem
imion-

LowWend.

(M) dens - L%
dii- a aju om
dn-

(F) mad (i) : i i
maker- - = ‘& i o

{N) zwitfe, zname -
zwifed- Znarneri- = a u om,/im
zwifet- rnumed-

Cz. (F) net

(M) den - .

dn- e i

kamen- 2 =
(N) rimé 4 : : 2
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G D I L DNAY GL D1
mi
i iom inch
¥ om ami ach
i/ow am ami ach i owu oma
ow ¥y
i om,/am imi och/ach
i em mi ech
PNV A G D 1 L DNAV GL DI
a o = om ami ach
ow am ami ach a oWy oma
Y Yy
‘e ‘e ‘ow ‘am ‘ami  ‘ach i ‘owu  ‘oma
i awu oma
a a ow am ami ach
e e i fm emi fch
ové/i
ech
} if4fv) dm ¥ ich
¥y Y.
a n - am y ech
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UV-stems
SNV A G DL 1
LowWend.

(F) cerk- e =eWw

cerkw- ja ju e i ju
A-stems
SN A G DL 1

P.(F) wod- a ¢ ¥ B
wodzi- e
dusz-
o m} i i i 0
gospodyn- i

(M) ciesl- 2 ¢ is i E
monarch-
spdz- ia it i i ig

iego iego iemu(D) im
im( L)
LowWend,

(F) ryb- a u ¥ ‘e u
rol- a u e i u
kiln-

Cz. (F) Zen- a u ¥ & o
{dnh - -
dan- & i i
dud- e i
pan- i : I [ i i
(M) sluh- a u ¥ avi ou

soude- c e e ovi/i em
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PNAV G D 1 L DNAV GL DI
‘e jow jam jami ju:hﬁ' i jowu Jjoma
v PNAV G D I L DMNAV GL DI
o ¥ (wad) om ami ach
io e - 1A immi  iach
o e(NV) dw
swiA) } ami ach
owie | dw ) WL
io iowie lﬂ“‘} :
y D“} am ami ach e awu oma
i@ e oW
i ‘owu ‘oma
o ¥ - dm ami ich
i i im émi  ich 5
e € emi
i i i im i ich
o ové/y alv) om ¥ {z)ich
(A.-¥) .
e ové/i aiv} om i fch

(A.-e)
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0/U-stems
A G D L 1
P. (M) pan- G a u u em
kogut- G owi em i
koguc- ie
ogréd N
ogrod- u Wi em
ogrodz- ie
kerd] G a awi u em
kamien- N ia iowi iu iem
(N} drzew- o 2 u ie em
zdan- ie ia iu ie iem
MorE- L i u -} em
LowWend.
(M) dub- N u e om
syn- G aju om
k- u
(N} slow- o u ‘e om
midr- u/ nju u
Cz. (M) had- G a u/ovi u/ovi em
hrad- N a u u/é em
- muf G e ifovi i/ovi em
(N} mist- u &'u em
mof- i i em
(M) Jit- G-+ el : 0
im

Liho fmu
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v PNY A G D 1 L DNAYV GL
e awie G
¥ N
e
¥ N
ie
u owie o
iu e N i iom ami mch
o a a - om ami ach
ie ia n = iom iami iach
& a 2 (mdrz) om armi ach
¥ N i
> : G} oW am ami ach B oW
- -
n a =/ oW 3
.-.I .-a 'uw i
€ ifove ¥i /
> Y 4 T alv) am ¥ ech/ich
i ifové e alv) am i ich
o - am ¥ ech
e i im i fch
i i G {:th) im frma fch
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165. Singular Cases. (@) Nominative. NVASN. Cz. rdmé “upper
arm’ shows palatalization of OCz. -'a {-¢ and a long stem-vowel.
Similarly, ja-stems become Cz.NSF. -é/e (the latter by dispalataliza-
tion after palatals): Cz. dufe OCz. dufé.

It is probable that among ja-stems the oldest Polish distinguished
two qualities of the vowel (a/d), according as the stress fell on the
flexion or the stem: OP. dusza *soul’ swieca ‘candle’: OP. dold ‘luck’
trzesmid 'cherry’ : : R. dufd svefd : dilja feréfnja. The pronunciation
-jd is found in modern dialects and Old Polish for loanwords in Lat.
-ia: P. oracyjd opinijd. It also corresponded to original -fja in the names
of officers: OP. sedzid *‘judge’ /MP. s¢dzia. In these words the vowel a
has been restored/OB. sodiji, and Polish has added to their number
German loanwords obtained through Czech: P. hrabia ‘count’ <Cz.
hrabé (nt-stem) < Germ. Graf. They have alternative flexions borrowed
from the pronominal declension. CSL(OB.) -#i is represented by
P. -ni/Cz. -né <-nia: P. bogini ‘goddess’/Cz. bohyné. There are many
masculines in -a: P. Sapieha monarcha which follow the feminine
declension in the singular and the masculine in the plural.

The ending *-fjos >-iji is found in P. Jersy Cz. Jifi ‘George', the
latter having alternative pronominal flexions. Neut. -fje >OP. -ié
MP. -ie, OCz. -te MCz. -i: P, milosierd=ie ‘pity’ Cz. déldni ‘doing'.

In the o-stems compensation for loss of final jer occurred in both
Old Polish and Czech. In both it induced a qualitative change, by
which the stem vowel took on a narrower pronunciation, and it is this
qualitative distinction which alone survives in Modern Polish: P. dgb/
GS. dgba ‘oak’ Bdg/GS. Boga ‘God’, Cz. chléb ‘bread'/GS. chleba,
Bih/GS. Bohka, snik ‘snow’ /GS. snéhu.

() Accusative. With the exception of a few words like P. pani ‘lady’
AS. paniq, the acc. sg. fem. is -¢ in Polish. In Old Polish, however, so
long as nom. -a/d were distinguished, there was a corresponding
distinction between acc. fem. -¢/q. In the sixteenth century usage
vacillated: prace/pracq ‘work’ wiete/wietq ‘tower’ (AS.)). In the
seventeenth century the distinction failed, but ASF. -g was described
as “elegantius’ in 16go. In Czech soft ASF. -i results from palataliza-
tion of -0: OCz. duf’u (*du¥’e) dufiu MCz. dufi. After some consonants
the vowel is lost in the off-glide of the consonant: Cz, ASF. bd# “dome’.

In the o- and u-stems the accusative had the same form as the
nominative in Common Slavonic, and this led in time to the adoption
of the genitive for living things. The accusative was retained in Polish
until the sixteenth century, though usage was already vacillating in
the fifteenth. The acc. sg. masc. was rarely used in Old Czech of
persons, but it continued in use with male appellatives (class-names
like andél "angel’ biskup *bishop’ syn ‘son’). Animals still took the acc.
sg. in seventeenth-century Czech, and the group included bés ‘devil’
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duch *spirit’. In Modern Polish the gen.-acc. is used of persons in both
numbers, and of animals in the singular; in Modern Czech it has still
not invaded the plural. There are some relics of the accusative in
fixed phrases: P. £/ za mq$ "to marry' wsigéf ma kod /konia ‘to mount a
horse’, Cz. na k. On the other hand P. kos stanqgl deba ‘the horse
reared’ is a gen.-acc. used for a thing, and a relic of the old vacillations.

It was chiefly through the accusative that transfers of declension
took place. CSLLAS. -f derived from ®-m ®-im ®-jom, and so helped the
passage from the consonantal type, through i-declension, to jo-
declension. The oblique cases in Czechoslovak still show many
variant flexions as evidence of incomplete transfer in the last stage of
the series.

(¢) Vocative. VSF. -0: P. wodo "0 water' zemio 'O land’ sedmio 'O
judge’, Cz. Femo ‘O woman'/soft -e: dufe ‘O soul'. For some mase.
names in -a the vocative has taken the place of the nominative: P.
Jagiello Koseiuszko. These are to be distinguished from P. Jafko Fasio
Grazymko tat(k)o “daddy’ ete, in which the -o represents the original
use of the neuter with diminutives (cf. dsiecko ‘child'); cf. Cz. ditko
Styblo Hromddko. Pet-names take VSF. -u; Zosiu ‘O Sophy'. VSF,
-NSF.: P. pami 'O lady' /boginio ‘goddess’. In the sixteenth and seven-
teenth centuries there tended to appear a soft fem. voc. -i (OP. ziemi
‘0 land’ lutni "0 lute), but it has died out again.

The o/u-stems had VSM. -e/u. In Old Polish -u occurred with
u-stems, but not throughout all the class: OP.MP. synu ‘O son' domu
‘0 house'. To avoid altering a velar by first palatalization VSM. -u is
often preferred to -e by both Polish and Czech; another criterion in
Polish is to associate VSM, - with persons and -u with things. There
are exceptions both ways, and the history of the vocative is a history of
individual words. In the fifteenth century there was a reaction towards
-e which lasted until the seventeenth: OP. krdlewicze ‘O prince’
panicze 'O squire’. From Common Slavonic times -ju was the vocative
of jo-stems, and it spread in Polish to i- and m-stems before the
historical record opened: P. ognin *O fire’ kamienin *0 stone’,

The vocative has been wholly lost in Slovak and almost completely
in Wendish.

(d) Genitive. Neuter s-stems have their suffix only in the plural:
P. niebo "sky’ GS. nieba/NP. niebivsa, Cz. nebe GS. nebe/NP. nebesa.
In Czech the word has been transferred to the soft declension in the
singular. Polish n- nt-stems take soft flexions in the singular (GSN.
imienia ‘of a name') and hard flexions in the plural (NP. imiona
‘names'). The masculines of this declension are variable in Czech:
hieben ‘comb’ GS. hfebene (consonantal)/hfebenu (u-declension), etc.

Ja-stems had their gen. sg. originally WSLESI. -é/55l. -¢, like the
nom.-acc, pl. of fem. ja-stems and the acc. pl. of masc. jo-stems:
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Wend. role ‘of a field' Cz. dufe. In Polish this genitive was universal
until the sixteenth century, and was still found in the seventeenth and
eighteenth: mieba i siemie ‘of heaven and earth’ (18th cent.). Forms in
-f are concurrent as early as the fifteenth century. From nominatives
in -d -ni there was GS. -¢j in use from the fourteenth to the sixteenth
centuries: dobrej wolej “of good will'.

The o/u-stems distinguished their genitives as -a/u. GSM. -u is

historically correct in such words as P. wierzchu “of the top’ wofu ‘of a
bull’. (It should be noted that the acc.-gen. of this word is wela).
GSM. syna “of the son’ may be due to its place between two genitives
in -a4n P, w fmig Ojca § Syna ¢ Swigtego Ducha 'in the name of the
Father, the Son and the Holy Ghost”; but all nouns of persons take G.
-a in Polish, and there is a contrary tendency to specialize -u to names
of things. This coincides with another tendency to increase the use of
-u at the expense of -a: OP. luda/MP. ludu ‘of the people’ boku “of a
side’ biegu ‘of flight'. The beginning of hesitation is found in the
thirteenth century: przebytk-a/u ‘of a sojourn’ (13th cent.). Usage
was crystallized by Polish writers of the sixteenth century. Polish
i- and m-stems were assimilated: P. gofeia 'of a host' kamienia “of a
stone’, though old writers sometimes used GS. -u: OP. foledziu “of an
acorn’. Neuters in -ije OP. -i¢ gave GS.OP, -iaa -id MP. -fa: OP.
prayiciaa/prayicid (16th cent.). In Czech -a is used of persons, -a -u
-of animals and things, with a marked increase of the latter as time
progressed. The former is more common in Moravia and Silesia. It is
used in Standard Czech for names of places, months, days of the
week, and a list of miscellaneous nouns.

Slovak has most exceptionally borrowed the gen. sg. -u (of masc.
u-stems) for the ‘natural’ masculines in -a: Slovak slwha ‘servant’
gen. shuhu,

In Polish the genitive is used after all negative verbs. In Czech, on
the other hand, the accusative (which may, of course, in form be a
genitive) is used, except in the partitive sense: memdm penize ‘I
haven't the money’ /nemdm penéz ‘I haven't amy money'.

(#) Dative. The dative and locative of a-stems are identical, and as
that is also true of i- and consonant-stems, these cases are distinguished
only in the o/u declension. The masculines of that type have the usual
doublet-forms in the dative: P. -u/owi Cz. u (palatalizing to -1)/ovi.
The distinction by origin was maintained, with vacillations, in Polish
as late as the sixteenth century; but the new tendencies were producing
doublets as carly as the fourteenth: OP. sym-owi/u Bog-u/owi. The
tendency was to increase the use of -omr, as the more distinctive
flexion, at the expense of -u, but Kochanowski (1530-84) still has
many examples of -u where more recent Polish employs -owi. The
same century witnessed an extension of -owi to neuters, but this has
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died out again: MP. ku poludnioesd “to the south’ (neut.):: DSM.
dniowi. The flexion -u now appears with a number of monosyllables
(DSM. Bogu bratu chiopu ‘to the peasant’ ksigdziu “to the priest’ etc.)
and nouns with fugitive e (lew ‘lion' DS. lww, ojciec ‘father’
DS. ojcu, sen "sleep’ DS, snu, etc). Old i-stem masculines have
been fully assimilated to jo-stems in Polish. In Czech -ovi is
specialized to living things: Cz. bratrovi ‘to a brother’ Famovi ‘to
John' Tomdfori ‘to Thomas' Bemefori ‘to Bened'. Notable datives
in -u are: Bohu fovéku “to the man’ Kristu (nom. Kristus), pdn-u/ovi
‘to the gentleman’. j

In Old Wendish the dative derived from u-stems was -oted/eced, but
the soft alternative was assimilated to the hard from early times. A
special feature of Wendish is the loss of w before 4, which gave DSM.
-of /u (from o-stems). The latter has influenced the former to give the
alternation -oju/u, and -of is obsolete. It was sometimes spelt -of’
under the false impression that it was a shortening of -oju.

(f) Locative. The o/u-stems have LSN. P. -(f)e/u, Cz. -é/u (and
-ouvi : : dat.), The use of LS. -u increased in Polish after the fifteenth
century, and its present repartition is arbitrary. It serves to avoid
palatalization in stems that end with a velar or dental: o kstedzu “about
a priest' w Bogu ‘in God'. A distinction of meaning is effected in LS.
tw domie ‘in the house’ (as an edifice)/w domu “at home’. The soft form
(CSL.OB. -i <*-jof) continued to leave traces as late as the fifteenth
century: OP. na stolcy “on the stool’ @ gaji “in the grove’, but has been
eliminated in favour of -(f)u, which is also found with i- and n-stems.
In Czech the two endings are arbitrarily distributed. DS. -u is proper
to living things, names of months, many nouns ending in velars or r
(to keep the stem unmodified), etc. LS. -# used of a personal name
implies a calendar date : o svatém Fané ‘on St. John's day’; it is proper
to things, places, and stems ending in a labial or dental. After sz §F
it is dispalatalized (-¢). Some of the masculine n-stems have LS. -¢é/u
as well as -i. The last is that of their original declension.

(g) Instrumental. The feminine instr. sg. is in P.-q OP. -8, OCz. -1 >
-au >MCz. -ou OCz. -é >MCz. -i. As both jers gave WSL. e the
distinction between CSLOB. -emi/imi/imi disappeared, and -omi >
*-om was left isolated and also disappeared. An o reappears in Wendish
as a result of dispalatalization before the hard final consonant. Neuters
in -ije had 1S. -fjemi >OP. -im (OP. udreczenim 'by torture’), which
has become MP. -fem by analogy. Examples of this substitution occur
in the tourteenth century, and only -em is found in the seventeenth.

It is to be noted that masculine and neuter declensions tend to fall
together, and feminine declensions to stand apart in all the cases of the
singular. As that is true also of the adjective it forms a principal
structural division in these languages.
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Polish nouns in -um of Latin and Greek origin (e.g. gimnazjum) are
not declined in the singular.

166. Plural Cases. (a) Nominative and accusative. The nominative,
vocative and accusative are identical for feminine f-stems, consonantal
stems and the a-declension. Masculine i-stems distinguish the nom.-
voc. /acc., but show alternative forms which identify them: Cz.NV,
host-¢é/A. hosti/y, LowWend.NV. Iufe/A. Iud-i/e. Similarly masc.
n-stems: Cz.NV. dn-i/y A. dn-y/i, LowWend.NVA. dny. For the
a-stems the identification of nominative and accusative is of Common
Slavonic date, The separation of plural from singular (as a system of
differentiated flexions against one of largely unified flexions) allows
mental dissociation of the forms of the same word in the two numbers.
Thus n-neaters have a soft system of flexions in the singular and
a hard one in the plural, and s-neuters preserve the suffix only in
the plural.

The relations of singular and plural reach their extreme of com-
plexity in the nominative of masculine o/u-stems. It is not merely
that there are alternative flexions, as throughout the singular, but that
the plural ending is selected according to quite different criteria. The
nominative endings in Polish are -i/y -omwie -'e -¢ -a, and in Czech
-i -¢ -ové -é/e. The ending P. -owie was originally proper to u-stems.
In the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries it was freely used for the
names of things: OP. krajowie ‘countries’ biczowie ‘whips', and the
usage lasted into the sixteenth century: OP. tronotoie ‘thrones’ orfotode
‘eagles’. It is now used for names of persons, and, in the face of
persons in -i/y, for those who command a degree of respect: MP.
kidlowse "kings' symowie ‘sons'/chlopcy ‘peasants’. In Czech the
flexion was OCz, -ove, used of persons or living things, which became
-ové by contamination with -¢ of the mase. n-stems: Cz. symové “sons’
chlapové “fellows’ hadové "snakes’. Dialectally this appears as -ovf and
(Slovak) -ovie, whence by assimilation to collectives in -a comes Slovak.
-ovia, e.g. symovia (cf. R. symovjd). The flexion -ové is associated
with monosyllables in Czech.

In Polish ¢y correspond to the o-declension: P. sqsieds:i ‘neighbours’
orty ‘eagles’ wilki *wolves’ koguty ‘cocks’. NP, -1 occurs for original -y
after velars, which are then preserved. In Old Polish these velars
suffered palatalization until as late as the cighteenth century: OP.
ptacy 'birds’ wilcy/MP. ptaki wilki, Palatalization takes place in
Modern Czech: Cz. soudruzi ‘companions’ #dci ‘pupils’ bratfi
‘brothers’. The ending was often lengthened to -ij: OCz. mistfij a
bratfij, sometimes analogically written -iu -ie. In Old Czech the flexion
was applied to living and lifeless objects. AP. -y gave a nominative
which was rarely used in Old Czech, but increased as ‘a flexion for
things, and appears steadily in national names and place-names in
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-any: Cechy ‘Bohemia’ Uhry ‘Hungary’ Rakousy ‘Austria’ HradZany.
In Polish NP. -y is used with hard nouns denoting animals or things,
but -(i)e with soft nouns: lwy ‘lions’/palce ‘fingers’ golebie ‘doves’.
The i-declension gives P. ludzie ‘people’ goicie ‘guests’, cf. Cz. lidé
hosté andélé ‘angels’ FHdé ‘Jews' -tel/pl. -telé, P. kraje ‘countries’
dziedzice *heirs’ weze ‘snakes’ are old soft accusatives (WS, -£).

A number of names in -ami are old loanwords in Czech:
dékani ‘deans’. Latin or Grmco-Roman neuters have altcrnative
plurala in -_y,-"a in Polish (poemat-y /a), and those in -ans have pl. -anse:

P. kwadranse " quarter- -hours’. Lat. -arius/pl. -arii gave OP. -arz/pl.
-ary, but MP. -arse is reformed upon the singular: OP. piekary *bakers’
/MP. piekarze, OP. koniary ‘horse-coopers’ fwiniary ‘swine-herds’.

Other plurals are the result of the collective,/singulative principle.
This occurs with the suffix -'an-in-: P.S. Slowianin P. Slowianie, cf.
poganin ‘heathen' P. poganie. The corresponding Czech singulative
was -émin/pl. -‘ame; but this has been modified. The singulative in
Modern Czech is -an: méft'an ‘townsman’, with pl. -ané (by contami-
nation with -¢ above) méft'ané Slované Prafané. A neut.sg.
collective in -ie, now treated as a plural, is P. kamienie ‘stones’.
Collectives in -a were originally declined as fem.sg. a-stems, and that
is still true of P. salachta ‘nobles’ (with a little-used alternative pl.
szlachcice). P. bracia ‘brothers’ is declined like the i-stems (AG. -r
D. -iom 1. -'mi L. -iach); ksigga *priests’ (sg. ksiqdz) has hard endings
(AG. -y D. -om 1. -mi L. -ach) as a result of the hardening of £, and
ksiqze ‘prince’ (R. knmjag) is assimilated to the at-stems: AGS. (by
contraction of the stem) kstec-fa DL. -fu I, -fem NP. ksigfeta etc. In
Czechoslovak the neuter pl. -a may be used of masculine lifeless
things: Cz. zdda "back’ oblaka 'clouds’. In Old Polish this ending
applied to certain official titles: podkomorza ‘chamberlains’ podezasza
‘cup-bearers’ (15-16th cent.), the singulars of which were neuters in
~é< -ije (or in -f); they now have masc.pl. -e: MP, pl. podkomarze/sg.
podkomorzy.

The acc.pl. of hard masculines in o was P. -y/soft -e: P. syny
chrzesciany ‘Christians’ kanclerze ‘chancellors’. The former was
extended to several soft masculines: P. przyjacioly “friends’/prayjaciele
pieniedzy ‘money’, and -y and -e afford accusatives for words in -ans,
Occasionally, but rarely, - is found in Old Polish texts for the nom.-
acc. of ja-stems, and between the fourteenth and seventeenth centuries
forms in -ie (NVAPF. koicie/koici) appear sporadically. MP. wsie/tosi
‘villages' are still concurrent. In the fifteenth century P. macierze
‘mothers’ was sometimes replaced by maciory : : GP, maciér. The
uv-stems had NAVP. -i in the fifteenth century, but -fe in the six-
teenth: OP. cyrekus ‘churches’ broei ‘brows’/cerkwie chorqguie
banners’, P. breod is still in use.
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(b) Genitive. The genitive plural never serves for an accusative in
Czech. In Polish that usage was unknown before the sixteenth century
(OP. postal katy "he sent executioners’).

The genitive sign was a final jer. This was liable to confusion with
the nominative singular of many words, though it was quite dis-
tinctive in the a-declension: P. woda ‘water’'/GP. wid, Cz. fena
‘woman’/GP. fen. It was not inconvenient when the plural stem
differed from the nom-sg.: P. imig ‘name'/GP. imion Cz. nebe ‘cloud’/
GP. nebes. The o-neuters also were quite distinctive: P. drzewo “tree’/
GP. drzew, but the s-masculines were liable to confusion of cases.
Among instances of stems differing in the two numbers were the
i-stems and the u-stems. These gave GP. -ij-f and -ov-d, but, by
regarding the whole ending as a flexion, this resulted in P. -¢ Cz. -i
and P. -dw Cz. -il{v). The latter was found in older Czech documents
as ov/otw 6 wov uo dv i, which shows the origin of the modern sound
in a diphthong resulting from narrowing the pronunciation of o.
The form -tv was formerly retained at the end of sentences and
before vowels.

The flexion P. -f corresponds to NAVP. -fe: P. kamieni “of stones’
miedstwiedzi “of bears'. Polish neuters in -fe have GP. -1 (-y) or without
suffix: stuleci “of centuries’ pokolen ‘of generations’; natural masculines
in -ia have GP. -f (s¢dsi "of judges’), but might lose the flexion on the
analogy of other a-stems (seds), and that sometimes occurred with
i-stems: P. dar ‘of gifts' goledt ‘of shins' (16th cent.); the r-stem
macierz ‘mother’ had GP. maciorz (15th cent.)/MP. matek from
matka, and among the wv-stems were GP. krwi (14th cent.) kriviej
(16th cent.) chorggieto (15th cent.). In Czech the ending - has become
nérmal with ja-stems; Cz. dufi “of souls’ : : kosti.

O1d genitives without flexion in the fifteenth and sixteenth century
were OP. sqsiad ‘of neighbours’ god ‘of festivals' akt “of acts’ kamion
‘of stones’. P. prayjaciol “of friends’ is still in use, and so is -czas in
dotychezas 'till now’ (adv.). Neuters are P. lat "of years' mdrx "of seas’
sere 'of hearts’, ete. The extension of GP. -dw from u-stems to o-stems
had taken place before the opening of Polish records, and it has been
introduced into the neuter declension also. It was attached to Latin
loanwords: P. aktder ‘of acts' gimnaszjéw ‘of secondary schools’, and
even intrudes into the feminine declensions: OP. myszdw “of mice’
piefmicew ‘of songs’ (18th cent.). Masculine a-stems take their gen.pl.
in -dw, though formerly suffixless, and by this means have come to be
declined in the plural like o-stems: monarchde ‘of monarchs’, whence
monarchowie ‘monarchs’. The suffix has spread to all declensions in
Wendish. In Czech GP. - is occasionally found with neuters, and it
affects colloquially other oblique cases (as in L. -sick). It was most
often written - in the fifteenth century, while -uov ranged from
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the fourteenth to the sixteenth, and -d(v) has prevailed since the
sixteenth.

(¢) Dative, instrumental, locative. The Polish language has imposed
a considerable degree of uniformity upon its oblique flexions by
making them almost all DF. -om 1P, -ami LP. -ach. The dative is then
quite obviously distinct from the instrumental, and it is unlike the
instr.sg. in -em. 1P. -mi occurs with some i-stems (P. kofémi “with
bones' /rzeczami ‘with things'), and has even’been extended to some
Jjo-stems (P. kosmi “with horses’).

In the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries DP. ~em < -itmul /fmui/emd
and -am <-amii were concurrent with -em <{-omii and -emul: gofciem
koniem ludziem podhkomorzem dzieciem/kowiam wustam ciemionam
swierzgtam nogam duszam czelufciam/panom krdlom morzom wodom
ziemiom hkofciom. Usage vacillated in the sixteenth century. The
instr.pl. of masc.neut. o-stems was OP, -y, which is still encountered
in some fixed phrases: P. dawnymi czasy 'in olden times', twielkimi
bogi ‘by the great gods', pan nad licsmymi pany ‘lord above many
lords', pod twemi skrzydly "under Thy wings'. It was found in feminine
declensions in the fifteenth century, and later survived as a poetic
licence. IP. -mi is proper to i-stems, but is restricted even there to
kos¢ ‘bone’ dlost ‘palm’ nié ‘thread’ galqs “twig' ludzie ‘people’; other-
wise -ami is used. Outside of the i-declension it is found in IP. kortmi
"with horses’ braémi "with brothers’ prayjaciolmi ‘with friends’. In the
fourteenth century it was in use with masc. o-stems, and even with
neuters: OP. jeaykmi “with tongues’ chlebmi ‘with loaves' gwodddmi
‘with nails’ polmi “with fields’ imionms/imienmi “with names’; this is
still the position in Slovak. The medizval attitude was one of experi-
mentalism, without attachment*to one form. The same is true of the
locative plural, for which -ech -och rivalled -ach. The first still survives
in territorial expressions: P. w Niemczech ‘in Germany' w Prusiech/
Prusach “in Prussia’ we Wioszech ‘in Italy'. Old Polish vacillations
(14th—16th cent.) were : w grzeszech “in sins’ w wiciech “in the mouths'
w polech "in the fields’ w robociech 'in works’ w gedlech/pedlick ‘on
dulcimers’ w pokolenich ‘in generations’ (contracted from -ffech) and
w ogradkoch “in gardens’ w poloch ‘in fields' w siercoch ‘in hearts’ po
tmionoch/imienoch 'by names' ma rekoch ‘on hands’ w gesloch ‘on
dulcimers’, OP. -ech represents the -fchd of o-stems, and -och the
-ochi which existed as a variant for -sichd in the parent speech and
enjoyed the support of dat. -om. Kochanowski showed aversion for
-6ch, and it has disappeared from the modern speech.

The development of Wendish is like that of Polish, save that dat.
-am is preferred for feminine nouns.

In Czech the ancient pattern of oblique plural endings is more
fully retained. Special features are the effect of palatalization (Caz.
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duf -fm -emi -ick) and compensatory lengthening (fen-dm -dch). The
mutual interference of dual and plural flexions in colloquial Czech
and Slovak is a link with Serbocroat, where the dual -ma has ousted
the dat.instr.loc. plural. This ending tends to be construed as an
instrumental, in which role it is more sonorous than -mi. On the other
hand DP. -m LP. -ch afford distinctions not present in the dual.
These cases of the plural therefore ousted DLD. -ma, and so helped
to destroy that number, but 1D. -ma tends to replace IP. -mi in
common speech. There is a strong colloguial tendency to spread the
endings -dm -ami -dch to all declensions, and instead of IP. -y (of
o-stems) there is frequently found 1P. -mi/ami or 1D. -ma/ama/oma.
Old Czech loc.pls. were in -iech <-échi, -ech <-echi, -och <-ochi,
resulting in -éeh/ich -ech -och. MCz. -ech (of o-stems) must rather be
explained as a borrowing from i-stems, where -ech <-ichi, since
-ech <-iichi is not attested in old writings. Slovak makes much use
of LP. -och.

167. Numerals. 1: P.Cz. jeden LowWend. jaden UpWend. jedyn is
declined as a demonstrative. In Low Wendish it is often used as an
indefinite article. In the plural P.Cz. jedn: is used for living mascu-
lines, P. jedne for mase. things and fem. and neut., Cz. jedny for masc.
things and fem., jedna neut. LowWend. jadne in all usages. 1st: P.
pierwszy, LowWend. pfedny and perwy, UpWend. préni, Cz. proy

and promi.
2=4
N A G L D 1
P. dw- (M) aj,/a NG = Jjoma (oba}
(N} a a } ufch) G u/om < u/oma
{F) ie ie u/lema’
trz- /'y ¥ ech G em ema (czter-)
LowWend.
dw- i /el NG . F .
Eirﬂm it :‘G b e i I &ma  (hobej/wobej)
ti- (M) @ NG och G om omi (styi)
(NF,M. things) i N ich im imi (styr-)
Cz. dv- (M) a N
(NF) z N }~ ou G 1 éma (oba)
- i N i ech em ermi
ryfa i N - ech em mi

The use of dwa with dual cases of the noun lasted to dates varying
according to case from. the fifteenth to the eighteenth century in
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Polish: OP. dwa krdla 'two kings' dew synu ‘of two sons' o dewu
apostolu ‘about two apostles’ dwiema bratancioma 'to two nephews’.
It is now construed with the plural: dwaj/obaj/obydewaj synotoie “two,/
both sons'. In the impersonal construction the genitive is used:
P. tych dwuch pandw przyjechalo ‘these two gentlemen have come’.
GL. dwuch is from dual dew+-pl. dwdch. The instrumental flexion
has ousted the proper plural forms of °3, 4': OP. trzema dnioma ‘in
three days'. There is a tendency for dwu/obu to spread to all oblique
cases. In Wendish the locative has been identified with the instru-
mental, and in Lower Wendish there is a difference of vowel between
living masculines/masc. things, fem. neut. In Upper Wendish this
affects only the nom.-acc. cases. From the sixteenth century in Czech
the locative of dva has been dvou or dial. dvouch (OCz. duvi); Slk.
dvoch. Mixed forms are also found in the dialectal instr. and dat.
dvoum dvouma oboum. The distinction of declension between Cz. tff
{i-stem) and ftyfi (consonant-stem) appears in the genitive and
instrumental. 2nd—4th: P. drugi trseci cawarty UpWend. druhi tFedi
ftwdrty, Cz. druhy tieti étorty.

s5—10: P. pied szeil sied(e)m osiem/ofm dziewied dziesiet. Their
declension has been influenced by the dual dwa: GDIL. pieciu,
instr. also piecioma. The noun follows in the gen.pl. UpWend. péé
fesé sedym wdsym diewjel diesal, Cz. pét fest sedm osm devét deset.
sth-1oth.: P. pigty sxdsty siddmy dsmy dxiewiaty driesigty, UpWend.
péty etc., Cz, pdty devdty desdty (festy etc.).

11-19: P. jedenascie etc., Wend. jednasée etc., Cz. jedendet. 11th—
1gth: P. jedenasty etc., Wend. jednasty etc., Cz. jedendcty etc.

20—9o: P. dwa-dziefcia (nom.du.masc.) tray-/cater-dsietci (nom.pl.)
pigé- (etc.) daiesigt (gen.pl.), UpWend. dwaceéi etc., Cz. dva-/tfi-/
ftyfi-cet pa-/fe-/sedm- josm- /deva-desdt. zoth—goth: P. dwu-/tray-/
cxter- daiesty pigddziesiqty etc., Cz. dvacdly etc.

roo-t,000,000: P. ste, dwieicie (dual), trsy-/cztery-sta (NPN.)
pigcset (GP.) ete. tysiqe, dwa tysiqee, pigé tysigcy, miljon, LowWend.
sto (hundert), dwé séé (dva hunderta), styri sta, wésym stow (GP.)
UpWend. tysac (towzynt), Cz. sto, dvé sté, iFi/étyFi sta, pét set etc.,
tisic (with ti- for ty-), dva tisice, pét tisic, milion. rooth etc.: P. setny
dwu-/dwdch-setny trzech-/czterech-setny, piglsetny etc., tysigezny,
dwutysieezny, trzytysigezny, miljonowy, Cz. sty dvousty tfi-/étyF-/ péti-
st¥ asmisty devitisty, tisici dvoutisici etc., milionty.

In addition to the cardinal and ordinal numbers there are the
collectives: P. dwaje ezworo ete., Cz. dvoji étvery etc., and the fractions:
P. pél Cz. pil ‘half’ P. piltora ‘one and a half’, P. polowiczny Cz.
polovicni “half’ (adj.), P. kwadrans ‘quarter-hour’, etc. Cz. pill may
be the origin of the name of the dance polka.
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168. Adjectives. The definite and possessive adjectives are declined

thus:
SNV A G D L
P. now- ¥ NG
e iy e g
(F) a ) & €j €]
tan- i NG . . .
N e o ] o emu  im
(F) in t = T itj 1e)
LowWend.
now= (MN) My/N.e NG cgo emu em
(F) 4 u eje € €
tied- (MN) M.i/N.e NG egh emu em
(F) a u eje j €
Cz. piln- (MN) Mg/ N.é NG ého ému ém
(F) i ou é é é
pi- (MN) i NG fho fmu imu
(F) i i i i i
Petritv (MSN)
Petrov- (MN} N.o NG (] u &
(F) a u & & ]
In Italics: defirite flexions

Palatalization of the consonant occurs in the personal nom.pl.masc.:
Cz. drasi (drahy 'dear’) P. dobrzy (dobry ‘good’), cf. OB. dra{d)siji
dobriji.

The indefinite declension of adjectives has become quite extinct in
Slovak and almost so in Polish. A few isolated words have special
predicative forms: P. zdréw “healthy' gotdw ‘ready’ godzien ‘worthy’
pelen ‘full’ wesdl ‘gay’ fwiadom ‘aware’ syt ‘sated’ laskaw ‘kind’ rad
‘glad’ kontent ‘pleased’. The indefinite neuter is more often found:
P. latwo "easy’ trudno ‘difficult, what cannot be helped’ cieplo ‘warm’'.
In Old Polish there were many more indefinite adjectives: OP. bogat
‘rich’ wolen ‘frec’ miod ‘young’. In the fourteenth and fifteenth
centuries other cases than the nominative were in use. The indefinite
form is exemplified also in P. samotrzeé ‘three together’ péltora (= pol
wiora) ‘one and a half® pdlezwarta ‘three and a half’,

The definite declension has become proper not merely to attributive
adjectives, whether defined or undefined by an article, but to predi-
cates also. The contraction of endings has removed the evidence of
compaosition: OP. dobr-y é &4 MP. -y -¢ -a/CS|. -i-ji etc. The corres-
ponding pronominal cases caused the flexions -ego -emu -ym to enter
the declension of adjectives. In former times pronoun and adjective
differed here in quantity, since the adjectival flexions were due to
contraction: OP. dobrégo/tego. Former adjectives now surviving as
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place-names are declined as nouns, but in the fourteenth and fifteenth
centuries some nouns took adjectival flexions (sedviego ‘of a judge’ is

1 PNV A GL D L DNAV GL DI

ije NG rch ym ymi

m {E e }

3 e. e

i i/ie NG ich im imi

im s ol

g ie ie

ym & NG ych ym ymii ] &ju yma

eju [ ]

m e NG ich im mi ej eju ima

eju e -

fm imm.i ;!r:l’.é;N.ai jch ym ymi

o
'["'} i i fch im fmi

»m M.i/y/Na My/Na ych Im el
ou ¥ ¥

still normal); Latin names continue to be so handled: Aleksepo
Wigciencemu (15th cent.).

The survival of indefinite forms is more considerable in Czech,
but not for all adjectives, nor even theoretically constituting a com-
plete declension: Cz. hard chud -0 -a ‘poor’/soft péf -e < ‘foot-".
The soft type survives only in relics: Cz. andél Pdné “the angel of the
Lord' (indeclinable), and in place-names: Kné-most Knéf-ves etc.
Examples of hard adjectives in the indefinite form, used only as
predicates, are: Cz. fiv ‘alive’ dobrotiv "kindly' smdm ‘known' mildd
‘young' zdrdv "healthy' hrd *proud’ memocen ‘ill' silem *strong’ mrtev
‘dead’. The indefinite declension is complete for possessive adjectives
in -uv or -in (matdin ‘mother’s’ Ol#in ‘Olga’s’), except in the instr.sg.
masc.neut. and the gen.-loc. dat.instr.pl., which have been borrowed
from the definite declension. The indefinite accusative is found in
phrases like Cz. Stépdn vidél nebesa otevfena ‘S. saw the heavens
opened’, and adverbially in daleko “afar’ ma levo ‘on the left’. The
indefinite genitive exists only adverbially: Cz. docela ‘quite’ (cely
‘whole’) zdaleka ‘from afar’ (daleky ‘distant’) zmovu ‘anew’
(movy ‘new’; smovu is an example of the u-gen. in adjectives). The
indefinite instrumental occurs adverbially in Cz. mdlem ‘almost’
skorem ‘nearly’ The locative appears in pilné ‘diligently’ vesele
‘cheerfully’, etc,
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Evidence for the contraction of definite flexions in Czechoslovak is
still given by the long quantity of the vowels. The pronominal
declension has influenced the same cases as in Polish, and palataliza-
tion has modified those cases which showed ‘@ or "w in Old Czech.

The comparative adjective may be used, as in German, to express
*fairly’, ‘rather’: Cz. starfi ‘older’ ‘elderly’. The superlative is formed
by prefixing naj- (Cz. mef-).

16g. The Demonstrative Declension;

SNV A G D L 1
P, SR
- (MN) M.en/N.o NG ego emu ym
(F) a ] € i
—_—
k- to G ogo omu im
CZ- Ego emi em
= o o
(M.on/N.ono) NG jego/go  jemu/mu
ﬁﬁ_-_-—l
niego niemu nim
(F.ona) niej nig
Je)
WAL (M) ym
(N) e .} . izs {em
LowWend. (M) (wdn) N{h> : L
(N)  (wéno) R s oy
(M) fiom nim
(F)} (wdna) ju Jeje Jei
fiej neju
Cz. - (M) en NG
(N o s sl e i -~
(F) = u é ou
k- do G oho o om ¥m
- eho emu em fm
e o o
(jen#) j- (M) (en) e/G c¢ho/he  emu/mu im
(N} (e e
] ném
(F) (=) i { i i
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The principal pronouns in the demonstrative and interrogative-
relative group in Polish are: P. ten “this’ dw ‘that’ on ‘that, he’ kto
‘who', which are all hard, and soft: OP. jen ‘that’ wsze (N) "all’ co
‘what'. Ten, jen have suffixed -ni, and kto has the demonstrative suffix
-to; other pronouns are formed with suffixes or prefixes: P. ktd¢ “who
then' e6% ‘what then’ tamten ‘that’ nikt ‘no one’ mic ‘nothing’. Co {
G S. diso, used as nominative; co za+nom. ‘what sort of?' is a German-
ism (was fiir ein Mensch “what a man’ cf. Russian; Czech has co za+

PRV A GL D 1 DNAV GL DI
M. ci
MN. e NG
ych ym ymi
e e J
{M.oni/one) NG-
ich im
(NF, one) nich nim nimi
(M) ech
€ e en em emi
{widni) je, G 2 z " 2
(wéni) e } jich jim {winej) Jeju Jima
nich nim nimi nima
{widni) e
iy ¥ éch &m &mi
a a
¥ ¥
(i/e) e
(e} ich im imai

(e} € nich
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acc.). Wize is completely declined only for things and is defective for
persons. The missing personal forms are obtained from the compound
wizystek. Pronouns with definite declensional endings are: P. kitdry
‘which’ jaki ‘“what sort of’ taki ‘such’ and the possessives mdj teody
swij nasz wasz czyj ‘whose’. Czy is an old case of the pronoun d-
specialized as a conjunction (‘whether, or') and to introduce direct
questions, and with -k it gives cayli ‘or’.

P. tego temu : : vowel in nom. tem, aided by the analogy of the soft
declension. These flexions have passed into the definite declension of
adjectives. P. tym tych : : soft mim mich, by means of the alternation
soft 1/hard y. The loc.instr.sg. masc.neut. were distinguished in Old
Polish (ISMN. jim/LLSMN. niem) until the end of the fourteenth
century. P. i (by palatalization of the dental) is used for human male
subjects. The declension of the soft demonstrative was defective in
Old Polish. The nom.sg. appeared with suffixes: OP. Jig jen jenge.
It is now derived from another pronoun: MP. on. The medimval
plural was P.M. jit(e) N. jaz(e) F. je#(e). The locative singular and
plural have -, derived from prepositions originally ending in -n [as
si(n) "with'], and there are alternative forms with this n- for the
genitive and dative. Until the spelling-reform of 1936 the instru-
mental distinguished masc. /fem.neut.pl. (tymi/ temi nimi/miemi) and
instr.-loc.masc. /neut. (tym/tem). The dat.-loc.fem.sg. has fused with
the genitive, which remains quite distinct in Wendish= OP. loc.
czem/instr. cxym corresponded to OB, éemi/dimi, and on that analogy
was formed OP, kiem/kim (OB. komi /cémi), with the new palatal k.
After the fourteenth century the cases were fused, giving MP. kim and
cxzem. The same fusion has taken place in the adjectival declension.
Conversely, the genitive and dative of co have been remodelled
upon kto, giving czego (OB, &so) czemu : : kogo komu. In P. co zacz
‘what kind of man is he' the -cz is an enclitic accusative (=2&-). .
The possessive pronouns mdj twdj swdj have full and contracted
variants: GSMN. mojego,/mego  F. mojej /mej 1SMN. moim/mym
F. moja/mq,

In Czech the demonstrative NASM. ¢ oceurs only in OCz. vetfas
‘at that time’ (ve ¢ das). Otherwise it was strengthened by suffixes:
OCz. tet MCz. ten tens tense tenhle tento, or with prefixes: fofen tuten
tamten. So also jenf, which retains its value as a relative pronoun,”
onen ‘that’, an “and he' (a+on), kdo, ty# ‘same’ (= tidji fe), etc. Kdo
‘who’ has d for t on the analogy of kde ‘where’ (R. gde) kdy *when'.
Cz. 14 ‘same’ taky ‘such’ takovy ‘such’ ky ‘what a’ ktery ‘which, who'
cte. are definitely declined. Cz. sdm ‘self’ follows a mixed definite-
indefinite paradigm. The soft relative jeng could also be demonstrative
in Old Czech. The initial n- of the locative spreads in the colloquial
to any case but the nominative, and gives an enclitic masc.acc. -#
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(<-m+ji). Enclitic -¢ is found in Cz. pro¢ ‘why?’ prode# ‘therefore’
nade# “whereupon’ zaf ‘what for?’ zadef “this being so’ OCz. pocs
‘therefore’. Co ‘what?’ is from the genitive, as in Polish; and there is
a possessive & ({&-ji) ‘whose?’ The old demonstrative s ‘this’ is
found in Cz. dnes “this day, today’ and OCz. sen; it gives Cz. letos
(ASN.) ‘this summer’, zimus ‘this winter' and OCz. si moci/s'moci
(DSF.) ‘this night’. As in Polish the ancient vifi ‘all’ has lost ground
to a derivative in the nominative and accusative: MCz. viechen. The
oblique cases of the simple stem survive: GSMN. vieho F. vie etc.,
though the suffix may be carried through the paradigm. Other
suffixes in use with this word are :-cek (Slovak -cok) -tek (Slovak -tok)
~cen -hen -chen -then -heren -cheven -cheren.

The hard GSMN. -oho D. -omu L. -om exist with variant soft forms
(-eho -emu -em) in the declension of tem kdo. GSF. té {*tojé has
parallels (t§/ty té/tej) in the colloguial; and similarly DSF. té
(for toji)/ty. ISMN. tim <OCz. tiem {témi; 1SF. tou {OCz. ti {to,
dial. t6 and tum/tiim near the Polish border under the influence of
Polizh nasals. NPM. ti <*tei is restricted to human males; for animals
and inanimates ty has been taken into the nom. from the accusative.
ASMF. ty <*tons F. *tans. NSF. ty (acc. for nom.) is found as te ty.
tie tye tyé in the dialects. GLP. téck {*toisu is often written OCz.
tyech tijech in manuscripts, but the vowel was certainly short, as it
would otherwise have become {. DP. tém is sometimes hardened to
tem tym. 1P. témi is confused with the dual in dialects and also liable
to harden: téma tema tymi tyma. In Old Czech the dual read: NAM.
ta NF. t¢ GL. ti DI. téma.

In colloquial Czech there is a tendency to use fen, etc., as a definite
article, particularly before superlative adjectives.

Reduplicated forms of the soft declension (jejich etc.) are attested
from the fourteenth century. OCz.GD. jeju is probably a secondary
formation, though it is paralleled in Old Bulgarian. GSMN. jeho had
a variable accent which has given rise to differences in the contracted
forms: j'ho ho jeh'; jej <jeji; feho is a new formation/OB. dise. In
Slovak the vowel of co persists through the paradigm (G. doho D. comu
L. fom). The locative and instrumental are kept distinct in Czech,
unlike Polish: éem/éim. Czech co appears in Slovak as do. Other
dialectalisms are jomu siom : : tomu tom.

Before the epoch of the palatalization of -'a -'w the possessive
adjectives milj tviij svdj suffered contraction, as in Polish, and have
acquired doublet forms: NN. moje/mé F. moje/md, GSMN.
mého F. mé, DSMN. mému F. mé, LSMN. mém F. mé, ISMN.
mym F. mou. Ndf ‘our’ vdf ‘your’ follow the soft pronominal
declension.
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170. Personal Pronouns:
SN¥ A G DL I PNV A GL D 1 DNAV GL DI

P. ja
m- i i(D) ¥
mn- it e e g

c=n- i(D)
cieb- /sieh-
tob- ‘sob- e ] '
W ¥ a8 ®# am ami

Low Wend. ja
m- ‘e ‘e ‘o) ¥ cj
mn- a ‘o ‘ef'o u
n- s elc. aju  ama

A A

& i i(D)

n- s ds  dm  dmi

t- ¥ £ D)

P e i(D)

teb- ‘seb- ] e ou

tob- &

¥ ¥ ds  ete.

OP. jaz ‘I' occurs occasionally in the fourteenth century, but the
medizval and dialect form was more often jd; OCz. jaz. The forms
P. mie mi tie cf si¢ s, and their congeners in Wendish and Czecho-
slovak, are used enclitically; of P. ¢f there is a variant -¢: P. toé bylo
dobre ‘that was good (for thee)'. In the third person there are similar
enclitics (go mu). The stem men- has been eliminated. In Czech the
stems feb- seb-/tob-sob- have been exchanged in the dative and
instrumental. The locative fell in with the dative in Common Slavonic.

C5L(OB.) acc.pl. ny vy is not found, except in OP. pofwiges ny="ut
sanctificemur’; their place is taken by the original gen.-loc. CSL(OB.)
vé ‘we two' /va ‘ye two’ is imperfectly represented in West Slavonic.
In OCxz. va : : dva is found alongside -va /v€ in verbs; OP. wa ‘we two'
dates from before the records begin. In Wendish m is borrowed from



WEST SLAVONIC 349

the plural. A fifteenth-century etymology swadéba=swaé wa ‘marry
us two' is evidence of the survival of wa as an accusative. There is no
trace in Polish or Czech of CSL(OB.) acc.dual na. GD.OP. naju waju
OCz. najii >ngji vaji >vaji, DID.P. nama wama Cz. nima vdma.
They were in use in Poland as late as the seventeenth century.

(iii) INDECLINABLES

171. Adverbs (see section 73). These are formed from adjectives in
Czech by means of the suffix -&: rychly “quick’ rychle, hloupy ‘stupid’
hloupé, drahy 'dear’ draze, those in -sky taking -sky: &esky ‘in Czech
(fashion)'. In Polish the ending -0 is preferred after gutturals: gleboki
‘deep’ gleboko/dobry "good' dobrze, and adjectives in -shi take the
(DL) form -sku: po polsku ‘in Polish (fashion)’, The adverb-system
described in section 73 is well represented in these languages: Cz. kde
(pr. [gde]) “where’ from kide (P. gdzie), sde ‘here’ from side (cf. R.
zdes), viude ‘everywhere’ from ®vif-ode (cf. OB. kodé ‘whence'),
Jinde ‘elsewhere’ (finy ‘other’ {inil), nékde ‘somewhere’, nikde ‘no-
where', kam ‘whither’, sem ‘hither’, tam ‘thither, there' (P. tam
‘there’), kdy (pr. [gdi]) ‘when’, relative kdy#, from *kady (P. pdy
relative), nikdy ‘never’ (P. nigdy), tehdy ‘then’ from *tigdy, also tedy
[whence P. (w)tedy ‘then’], teda ‘then, so’ and ted’ (colloquial) ‘now’,
(1)ined “at once’ (whence P. wnet) from imigd- with metathesis, v£dy
‘always’ from *vididy, kudy ‘which way', cf. OB. kodé (P. dokad
‘whither’), tudy ‘this way' (P. tedy), odkud ‘whence’ (P. skqd), odsud
‘hence’ (P. stqd), posud ‘this far', odeviud 'from everywhere' (P.
zews2qd), jak(o) “how, as’ [P. jak(o)], tak ‘so’ (P. tak, also means ‘yes')’
néjak ‘somehow’, mijak ‘in no way" [P. nijak(o)], nikterak ‘in no way’
(from ktery ‘which' from *kii-ter-), jaksi ‘somehow’ with -si D. of
reflexive pronoun (P. jakof), jakkoliv ‘however’ (P. jakkolwiek; cf.
OB. koli *how far’), nikoli ‘not at all', kolik ‘how much’ (cf. R. skal' ka),
tolik “so much’ (P. sle *how much’ from relative *jilé, whence tyle ‘so
much’, tylko ‘only’, kilka ‘some’), velmi ‘very' (from vel- “great’),
sice “it's true’ (used like Germ. smwar), cf. OB. sice, neut. of sid ‘such’.
Other forms are myni ‘now’ (P. adj. nimiejszy ‘present’ with assimilated
ni-), jeité ‘still, yet' (P. jeszcze), teprve ‘only’, used like Germ. erst
(P. dopiero; Cz. form from *ti-pirv-, cf. R. tepef ‘now’), af ‘when'
from a-fe (P. at "till’), zas(e) ‘again’ from za se (P. zaf ‘but, however'),
dnes ‘today’ (P. dzif ? <*di-si, also explained as from dini-si), véera
‘yesterday' (P. wezoraj, with suffixed -f found elsewhere in Polish and
other languages), zitra “tomorrow’ from z-jutra (P. jutro, cf. R. iitro
‘morning’), letos “this year’ (P. latof), jif, u¥ ‘already’ (P. jus, R. ufé),
prdvé ‘just’ (P. prawie ‘almost’), téméf ‘almost’ (connected with mira
“measure’), jen(om) ‘only’ (from jedn- ‘one’), najednou ‘all of a sudden’,
snad ‘perhaps’ (P. smaé ‘apparently, maybe’, cf. OB. smadf ‘from the
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top’), také ‘also’ (from takd), té£ ‘also’ (from ty-£ “the same’ <td-ji fe;
P. tez), sotva "hardly’, zvldft' zvldfté ‘specially’ from wlast(nf) ‘own’,
i.e. ‘that in one’s power’ (P. swlaszcza), pFece “still, yet, but' from
pred se ‘before oneself’ (P. przecie-£), ovfem ‘of course’ from o vifemi
(P. owszem ‘on the contrary’, also ‘no doubt’), vibec ‘generally’, used
like Germ. @berhaupt, from v obec ['into the generality’; obec ‘com-
munity’ from ®ebitj-, cf. R. (ChSL) obi& ‘general’; P. wobec is a
preposition meaning "in view of’], trochu “a little’, acc. of trocka (P.
troche), stranou ‘aside’ (IS. of strana ‘side’), mahofe ‘upstairs’ (hora
‘mountain’), vpfedu ‘in front’ (cf. pfed ‘before’), vprave “to the right’
(pravy 'right'), sdaleka ‘from afar’ (daleky ‘distant’), potom ‘then’ (po
tomi ‘after that’, P. potem), pro¢ ‘why' (pro & ‘for what'), etc. Other
Polish forms are fu tutaj “here’ (cf. OB. tu ‘there’), terax ‘now’ (St
razid ‘this time’), kiedy ‘when' (<{*kidgdy with loss of g), sawsze
‘always' (za wsze “for all'), inaczef "otherwise’ (cf. OB. inade), jednak(se)
‘however' (jednaki ‘identical’ fiom jedn- ‘one’), ledwie ‘hardly’
(probably from contaminstion of words like OB. jed(i@)va and £
‘hardly’), wiele *“much’ (from vel- ‘great’; cf. Cz. velmi ‘very'), bardso
‘very' (*hirzo ‘quickly’, Cz. brzo), miemal ‘almost’ (maly ‘small’),
naret “even’ (wet, also found in wet za wet “tit for tat’ odwet "revenge’,
from Germ. Wette), dopdty ‘so far' (from a plural of the pronoun i),
dopdki ‘as long as' (from kdji). A few (Lower) Wendish forms are
how “here’ (ovid with prefixed h; cf. 5. dvde), gromaze ‘where together’
(cf. Cz. dohromady “together’), znowa ‘next year' (in other languages
similar forms mean “anew’), néto ‘now’ (?nyné-to); some of them are
characterized by a great accumulation of suffixes, e.g. wélgickano ‘very
much indeed’ (vel- ‘great’), Iébdycka ‘hardly’.

172. Prepositions and FPrefixes (see section 74). The strong jer and
fill-vowel is represented in Czech and Polish by e, therefore Cz.
P. bex/beze ‘without’, Cz. ode-jiti ‘go away’, etc. P. bex (for *biez)
appears to be due to the unstressed nature of the word. For OB.
(ChSl.) érésu/érézu these languages have Cz. pfes P. przex LowWend.
piez ‘through, over’ by contamination with pfe- prze-, unless one
assumes a Sl. *persd; Cz. also has shrz ‘through’, cf. Ruth. skras/R.
skvod, and Slk. cez is presumably based on &ézit. For OB. dél'a Czech
and Polish like Russian have *dil'a: P. dla 'for’ Cz. dle ‘according
to’. *jiz gives the expected Cz. = (cf. jho ‘yoke' from *jigo); in Polish
this preposition has been confused with si, both giving z(e), though
the prefix is sometimes s-. Cz. k{e) and also ku, P. ku, with -u pro-
bably due to the ending of masc. and neut. dat. singulars.
P. migd2zy ‘between’, with intrusive nasal, Cz. mesi Slk. medsi
appear to represent the LS. of ®medja. Cz. P. od(e) ‘from' for
ofit by generalization of the assimilation to a following voiced con-
sonant. Fro has disappeared from Polish and is replaced as a prefix by
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prze- save in a very few words like prorok ‘prophet’ no doubt borrowed
from abroad. (Cf. Slk. pre ‘for'). Similarly przecito(ko) ‘against’/Cz.
proti. Cz.P. roz- from ®drz-. Cz. v appears as u before v, e.g. u vife
‘in the faith". Cz. vy- P. wy-. Prepositions in Czech take the accent
(4 toko “up to that’ etc.) except (usually) die “according to' kel ‘round’
(also found in forms kolem okolo; cf. R. dkolo <kolo *wheel’) krom
‘except’ (also kromé, OB. kromé), skrz ‘through’ stran *concerning’
(connected with strama “side’); in Polish this only happens (and then
not always) when the preposition forms the penultimate syllable in
the group preposition+ pronoun, etc.: do tej ‘to that (F)', podé mng
‘beneath me'. Compound prepositions are e.g. P. zamiast ‘instead of’
(miasto “place’) podiug *according to' (cf. OB. po-dlgi), sprofréd ‘from
amongst' (si-po-*serd-), gwoli ‘for the sake of' (<k woli ‘to the will’),
Cz. wonitf ‘inside” (vi-vin-jotri) viidi ‘in view of’ (v oéi "into the eyes’).

173. Conjunctions and Participles (see section 75). In Czech a is used
for "and’, and 7 (Polish ‘and') means rather *and even'; Slovak aj 'and’
combines the two. Cz. aé(koliv) P. acz(kolwiek) ‘though’ (a-&). P. albo
‘or’ (a-li-bo). C2.P. ale ‘but’ (a-If). Cz. anebo mebo “or’ (a-ne-bo),
nebot” ‘for, since’ (-t'<{ti, ethic dutive). Cz.P. ami ‘neither, nor’ (a-m).
Cz. ano “yes' (a-no); the colloquial word is jo from Austrian German,
and Polish uses tak ('s0’). Cz. arei ‘indeed’ (a+rici “say’), al’ ‘let’
(a-ti; see above). Cz. aviak, viak ‘but, however’, P. wezak{te) ‘yet,
nevertheless’ (a-*vidaki, of. OB. viséhi ‘every’). P. bo bototem ‘for’
(otem ‘1 know'). The particle £¢ is widely used, often in the form #:
Cz. anif ‘without' (e.g. anif bych védél 'without my knowing’), P. cd#
‘what then?’; it serves as the conjunction ‘that’ (Cz. fe P. #e i# from
i-£¢). The particle -fido in OB. kifido ‘each’ has been treated as in
Russian: Cz. kafdy P. katdy ‘each’. -lf is used in Czech to express ‘if’
and introduce indirect questions: jste-li nemocen 'if you are ill', mevim,
je-li to pravda ‘I don’t know whether that is the truth’; it also occurs
in Cz. jestli(e) P. jedli jezeli ‘if’ (cf. R. ésli é%eli), Cz. zdali “whether'.
In Czech the negative ne is prefixed to verbs: nevidim ‘I don't see’
nevidél jsem ‘1 didn't see’, and also occurs in mybrf 'but’, used like
German sondern [ny- for lengthened me (mé) pronounced Prague-
fashion, -br# from brzy ‘quick’]. Cz. pak ‘then’, cf. OB. paky ‘again’.
Other forms: P. czy ‘whether’, also used to introduce direct questions
(a form of the pronoun &-); czyli ‘or’ (Cz. & &li ‘or’); P. lecz *but’
(l&-&f); Cz. ponévadi P. pomiewas ‘because’ (cf. OB. po fefe; suffixes
-va-Ze); P. wige "so’, connected with wrecej, adverbial form of wiekszy
‘greater’, OB. veftlii <*vet)-; P. choé chociat ‘though’. As the last two
forms are based on the present gerund chote of the verb chotéti ‘wish’
(which in any case appears in Czech and Polish in forms corres-
ponding to chatéti: Cz. chtiti P. cheieé), they would appear to be
borrowed from Russian,
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C. woRDs

174. Western Elements in Vocabulary. The West Sluvonic languages
lie within the orbit of occidental civilization: Latin as to fundamentals,
Catholic as to faith, and Germanic as to secondary qualities.* Bohemia
was the nucleus of the Luxemburg dynasty’s power during the
medizeval Roman Empire. It won a conspicuous primacy in arts and
letters over other Slavs during the fourteenth, fifteenth and sixteenth
centuries; its influence was strongly felt in Poland. The disasters
of the seventeepth century coincided with the rise of Poland under
strong kings. Polish literary life was reinspired by the Latin Renais-
sance and the Jesuit system of education. In its relations with
Lithuania, White and Little Russia, however, Poland retained more
contact than Bohemia with the Slavonic east, and the elements which
compound its vocabulary are the more complex.

Some oriental words in Polish are parts of universal European
speech, as bassa ‘pasha’ jamezar ‘janissary’, but others are more
particularly due to the Ukrainian connexion: P. baszfyk "hood’
bohater “hero' bukiak ‘leather bottle’ wojlok ‘saddle-cloth’ wlafa
‘soldier’s pay’ sajdak ‘quiver’. They are associated historically with
the Ruthenianisms of Polish, including many words in which k stands
in the place of P. g. Both sets of words are small in comparison with
the vast number of Latin, French, German, and even English borrow-
ings which stand out at a glance upon any page of the dictionary.
They are, moreover, limited to naming things of a low stage of culture,
and these things have less and less reason to be mentioned.

Any page of the dictionary will reveal the polyglot state of Modern
Polish. The borrowings are present also in Czechoslovak, but they
are less evident. Czech has imitated from German a strong antipathy
to the foreign word in its foreign form, and many borrowings are
disguised as pseudo-Czech compounds. Even in Czech, however, the
foreign words are quite numerous,

A few examples may be cited at random: P. buazeria ‘wainscot'
Fr. boiserie/Cz. tdflovdni (Germ. Tafel) deskovdni (Cz. deska), P.
buchta ‘bay’ Germ. Bucht/Cz. zdlfv, P. buduar Cz. budoar Fr. boudoir,
PCz. bufet Fr. buffet, P. bukiet Fr. bouguet/Cz. kytice, P. bukszpryt
‘bowsprit’ Dutch boegspriet/Cz. felen, P. bulion Fr. bouillon/Cz.
hovézi polévka, P. bula Cz. bulla MedLat. bulla. In Polish there are
immediate Latinisms like P. alumn ‘pupil’ biszkopt ‘biscuit’ korygowad

* As Dr. Johnson was aware. *'He observed that the Bohemian language was
true Sclavonick. The Swede said it had some similarity with the German.
Jouxson: “Why, Sir, to be sure, such parts of Sclavonia as confine with Germany
;ﬂj bunu:j_-,ﬂ'm" words; and such parts as confine with Tartary will borrow

artar wo 5.
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“to correct’; Latinisms modified by French, as the numerous ibstracts
in -ja, Fr. -ie: P. aluzja kuracja; immediate Gallicisms, like P. afera
‘swindle’ afisz ‘poster’ galimatias ‘nonsense’. German words are
numerous: P. pudel Cz. pudlik ‘poodle’, P. szwajcar ‘porter’ Germ.
Schweizer/Cz. vrdtny, P. sspulka Cz. fpulka ‘spool’ Germ. Spule,
P. sstaba Cz. §tdb 'bar, rod’ Germ. Stab. French and Latin words
often show traces of German mediation: P. cetnar Cz. centmy# Germ.
Zentner Lat. centenarius “hundredweight’. Among other elements of
vocabulary are English words connected with shipping, commerce or
articles of English origin, Italian words for the arts, and the pseudo-
Greek compounds which express nineteenth-century thought and
invention.

The principle of translation of parts has been present in Polish at
all epochs, though less often applied than in German or Czech. Thus
to P. chemia telefon teleskop correspond Germ. Chemie Fernsprecher
Fernseher, Cz. lucha (chemie) telefon dalekohled (teleskop). Transla-
tion was one, of the procedures applied in Old Bulgarian, and so is
found in old religious words: P. Bogurodzica (Beovénos) blogoslawié
(sdoyelv) wszemogqcy (ommipotens), OP. sqmmienie (comscientia) Ce.
svédomi, spowieds (confessio) Cz. zpovéd’, A special group of crypto-
Latinisms is formed of the grammatical terms which began to bewidely
used in the fifteenth century, and which have passed into Russian
also: P. spadek (casus) namiastek (pronomen) spraezenie (conjugatio), all
used in 1542 (Glaber). The names of months and days are fabricated
from Polish and Czech materials, though the calendar is undoubtedly
of Latin origin: P. kwiecien (kewiat ‘flower’) Cz. duben (dub ‘oak’)‘April’,
P.Cz. Hstopad (‘leaf-fall') ‘November’, P. wtorek “Tuesday’ ("the
second day') Cz. pomdéli ‘Monday' (po-+nedéle ‘after Sunday’) etc.
The purpose of the translation in the latter case may have been to
avoid mention of heathen deitics,

On the other hand, the readiness of the Poles to adopt foreign
expressions was proverbial as early as the sixteenth century. A writer
then complains that they are forward to utter signor with every word
in Italy, par ma foi in France, and nosotros caballeros in Spain. The
new words were often given purely Polish senses, as P. rezon "bold-
ness'. They easily acclimatized themselves so as to propagate families
by Polish prefixes and suffixes: P. besceremonialnosé ‘frankness’
rezonotad ‘argue’ bisowad ‘cry encore (bis)' romantycznoéd ‘romance’
romansopisarz ‘novelist’.

We must notice a few points in historical perspective. Christianity
came to the Western Slavs as a result of the mission of Methodius in
Great Moravia before the schism of the Churches. Its inspiration was
from the south, with a preponderance of Old Bulgarian expressions;
its organization was from the west, Latin and German: P. Bogurodsica
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OP. licemiernik ‘hypocrite’ cerkiew ‘church’ migsopust ‘carnival'/
probosscs Germ. Probst *provost’, mmich (cf. Munich) *monk’, klasztor
Germ. Kloster Lat. elaustrum (Cz. licomérnik cirkev masopust profous
mnich kldfter). Alongside them were some simple terms of lay
culture, already current in the thirteenth century: P. laty ‘laths’
czynsz ‘rent’ grosz ‘groschen’ bednars ‘cooper’ garbarz ‘tanner’.

Czech cultural hegemony in Poland during the fourteenth and
fifteenth centuries is reflected in P. obywatel Cz. obyvatel “citizen’,
P. hardy Cz. hrdy ‘haughty’, P. wesele “joy, wedding’ Cz. veself ‘joy’,
P. serce Cz. srdce "heart’ /native OP. obywaciel dial.gardy OP. wiesiele
sierce. The foreign pronunciation of these words was considered to
give a nuance of elegance to conversation,

The Latin Renaissance of the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries,
Poland’s Golden Age, is reflected in the numerous Latinisms of the
epoch: P. adwersars archa defensor dekret dyscypul impressor insula
kondycja kreatura mandat posesia respondowal sentencja symulacfa. Tt
was, for instance, a mark of elegance to replace ojezyzna moja ‘my
fatherland’ by patria moja. These humanistic words came from Italy,
but purely Italian words, outside the arts, were few; of the sixteenth
century were: P. kuradent ‘toothpick' wirydarz “garden’ (modelled on
Lat. viridarium). German military terms flooded the vocabulary of
war as a result of the fame of reiters and lansquenets: P. dnsslak
‘attack’ glanc ‘sheen’ kryksman "warrior’, Cz. glejt 'safeguard’. Along
with them came terms for organization: P. burmistrz ‘mayor’ ochmistrs
(Germ. Hofmeister) ‘steward’. The Czech influence was still effective
in such loanwords as P. knmet ‘at once’ kterak ‘how’ slatohlaw ‘gold
brocade’. :

In the eighteenth century France became the focus of cultural
interest for the Western and Eastern Slavs and also for the German
States. The source of new loanwords was France, but they sometimes
showed marks of their travel through Germany. Polish words of the
period derived from French are: P. komkurent kondolencja krytyka
denegowad obserwowaé tentowaé fawor honor animusz notowaé. In seven
pages of one Polish author (5. Konarski, 1764) no less than sixty-four
such neologisms have been counted. A great many of them have gone
out of use, but the stream has been constant, and some have been
replaced by others of the same formation: P. denerwowaé “enervate’ is
precisely parallel to demegomwaé. Even where Polish resources might
have sufficed to express the idea, the foreign word has often been
adopted as the readiest method of introducing new or modified
cultural conceptions.

175. Word-formation. The suffixes listed in section 78 have been
preserved and developed in West Slavonic. Little needs to be noted,
but here are a few points, chiefly from Czech: The feminine -#i is
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retained in the form -¢ in Cz. pani P. pani ‘lady’. The feminine -ys
has remained in Polish (bogini ‘goddess’, etc.) but has been altered
analogically in Czech as elsewhere (bokyné; -né<-sia). The dental is
preserved in the suffix -dlo: Cz. mydlo *soap’ (myti “wash’), P. mydlo,
OB. -ifte, suffix of place, appears in its Czech form -ifté from -iffe
(hfifté ‘playground’, Ardti 5 “to play’, dative-reflexive verb), while
-itko is used as an augmentative (chlapisko “a big chap'; cf. this use of
-iffe in Russian), and in Polish -isko is used for “place where' (bojo-
wisko ‘battlefield'). -stvi (OB. -istvife) is the usual abstract suffix
(behatstoi “wealth’ /P. bogactwo R. bopdtstvo), while -stvo has a collee-
tive meaning (ptactvo ‘birds’ from pedk). *-itjo- (OB. -i5ti) appears in
its West Slav form -ic (Cz. dédic P. dziedsic.'heir’ from déd dziad
‘grandfather’). Besides -dF from -ari (e.g. rybdf “fisherman') Czech has
-if (e.g. mali7 'painter’), originally in borrowed words (Germ. Mabhler).
The ending -dk is very common and extremely active in Czech:
vojak ‘soldier’, gestapdk (colloquial) ‘gestapo-man’, hkoncentrdk
(colloquial) ‘concentration-camp’; so too is -och, as in slabock “weak-
ling’ (slaby ‘weak’) and many other words. The addition of the latter
suffix sometimes causes considerable mutilation of the word to which
it is added; e.g. hoch ‘lad’ from holy ‘bare’ (sc. -faced’), F. holka ‘lass’.
A back-formation from words like Prafané ‘people of Prague’ gives
the singular Prafan; similarly Anglidan ‘Englishman’ (R. angliddnin)
etc. A compound -dr-na (P. -iarnia) expressing ‘place where' gives
words like kavdrna (P. kawiarmia) ‘café’, in which connexion it is
important to note that pisdrna means “office’, a place where writing
(psdti) is done.



Chapter VII

SOUTH SLAVONIC
(SLOVENE, SERBOCROAT, BULGARIAN)

A. SOUNDS

176. Stress, Tone, Length. (a) Bulgarian free stress. As in Russian, 2
free stress accent operates in Modern Bulgarian, without either tone
or quantity. The Slavs who occupied Masia approached from the
north-east in company with Proto-Russian tribes, and were, no doubt,
the most easterly of South Slavs. It is tempting to suppose that tone
and length had already been weakened in the eastern and south-
eastern Slavonic area at an early time. Whether Old Bulgarian had
tone and length is hard to say. There were probably vowels intrinsi-
cally different in duration, but variations of pitch may no longer have
given intervals on a definite scale. It is, at least, certain that the Old
Bulgarian scribes had to hand Greek diacritics which represented
length and tone according to grammatical theory, though not
in current Greek practice, and that they used them for other
purposes,

Though the stress-accent is free, its mobility is somewhat less in
Bulgarian than in Russian. The elimination of declension has removed
one principal cause of stress-shifts. The stress still varies by number
and gender (though decreasingly in gender), and in consequence of
suffixing the article; it varies, too, among the derivatives of a given
root: B. krdstavica ‘cucumber’, krastaviddr ‘cucumber-seller’; ézero
‘lake’ pl. ezerd. The neut. pl. -a had a latent rising tone, and took to
itself the stress of a previous short orfalling accent. Hence the stress-
shift between the singular and plural. But the tendency to uniformity
has caused some neuters to take the final accent in the singular (B.
meso ‘meat’), or to admit both accents (B. nébd ‘sky’), or to shift back
an originally final singular stress (B. sélo/R. seld village'). Note,
parenthetically, that an accent written in Bulgarian signifies stress
only; more than one accent on a word indicates not two stresses but
alternative stresses. The law of the latent rising final tone applies also
to the suffixed article: B. duch ‘breath’/duchar, brat ‘brother’ /brdtdt
(since the latter stem had a rising tone), and to the stress of words with
the plural ending in -ove.

The tort-formula had added another cause of stress-mutation to
Russian, by increasing the number of syllables involved. This circum-
stance is absent from Bulgarian. Stress shifts to the article, however,
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from original falling tones (*tért), but not from original rising ones
(*tdrt): B. gradat ‘the city' /grdchdt ‘the pea’.

The stress of a-stems tends to be made uniform: B. feni “women’ : :
Zend, though the dialects often retain the original variability ($ém),
and some restrict it to the vocative. The rationalization of stress in the
definite declension of adjectives is younger than the processes of
contraction and assimilation: B. midd ‘young' mladd mladd mladi/with
article: mlddijat mldidoto mlddata middite (whence, more usually,
mlddo midda mlddi).

Verbal stress was always more steady than that of nouns, and in
some instances Bulgarian has made uniform paradigms that vary in
Russian: B. mdga mdsei ‘can’/R. mogii mdZef'. The present and aorist
stems of some verbs differ in place of stress as a result of their original
independence: B. moga,/aor. mofdch. As the imperfect has come to be
associated in the minds of speakers with the present, it has also
modified its stem and its stress: B. aor. mofdch/impf. mdfech.

The Macedonian dialects show a tendency towards fixed stress.
Some limit the places available to the last three syllables (as in Greek):
Maced. krastdvica ‘cucumber' (also krastavica)/B. hrdstavica.
Bulgarian anteparoxytones are sometimes heard with a double stress
as double paroxytones, which leads to a paroxytonic stress in the end
of the development. In the immediate neighbourhood of Salonica and
at Dojran (the region which gave the Old Bulgarian dialect) stress
is restricted to the last two syllables. This regularization seems to
be modern. Transitional Serb-Bulgar dialects in the crescent
from Prizren to the Timok tend to agree with Bulgarian as to
accentuation.

(b) Intonation in Serbocroat and Slovene. The Serbs and Croats
descended to the Balkans from the middle Carpathians, where they
were in contact with West Slavonic tribes. The Slovenes of Slovenia
were split apart from the Slovaks by the irruption of the Magyars into
Greater Moravia. Their north-eastern dialects are still allied to Slovak
in some interesting ways. Now, the characteristic accentual mark of
West Slavonic, as we have seen, is quantity, old and new: the quanti-
ties have disappeared from Polish but remain in Czechoslovak. So
many dialects have variable stress that the tendency to define stress is
to be considered only a secondary sign. The characteristic mark of
Serbocroat and Slovene, which distinguishes them sharply from
Bulgarian (and is supported by the different treatment of CSI. *f *d),
is musical pitch. Pitch, however, to be variable, requires quantity and
stress. In all this these two languages show a high measure of conserva-
tism. Standard Serbocroat and Slovene have suffered certain shifts,
and so cannot, without correction, represent Common Slavonic
practice, but the dialects of Istria and the Dalmatian coast
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(Ca-Serbocroat, édkaviting) still faithfully represent, on the whole,
not merely Common Slavonic but, so far as it can be known,
Indo-European accentuation (with the exceptions due e.g. to the
effects of de Saussure's law).

(i) Ca (&dkaviting). In this dialect the place of the accent is entirely
free; in particular, nothing prevents the stress from falling on the
final syllable. There are short stressed syllables, which function as
falling tones and are marked by the double grave accent - appro-
priated by Vuk Stefanovi¢ KaradZié to short falling tones, though
there are no short rising tones ( *) as in standard Serbocroat (ftdkav-
stina). (The double grave accent is here represented by a diaeresis.)
Long syllables may have rising tones (7) or falling tones (*):
Ca. bib ‘bean’ GS. bobd (R. bobd), kiit ‘corner’ GS. kitd/Sto. bib
béba, kit kita. Serbocroat generally preserves falling tones; from
which it follows that Ca (- #) are ancient. Further confirmation may be
obtained as to place of accent from Russian and Bulgarian, and some-
times from Sanskrit; as to quality from Greek, when the final syllable
is accented, and from Lithuanian, after allowance is made for the
exchange of rising and falling tones in that language. On the other
hand, all Serbocroat dialects convert original rising long tones into
falling shorts, so that it follows that rising long tones in Ca are of
more recent origin.

There are three principal causes for the emergence of new rising
long tones in this dialect. Firstly, the contraction of two syllables of
which the second bore the stress; the unstressed syllable had a low
tone, and therefore rose to the height of the second: bojdli >Ca. bdli
‘feared’, dovaéset >Ca. dvdjset ‘twenty’. (Naturally, a stressed and
unstressed series contract to falling long: Ca. jedandjst < jedandest.)
Secondly, old rising shorts were lengthened under some conditions.
Original rising long vowels became falling shorts in Proto-Serbocroat,
but if, for any reason, this falling short should be lengthened, it gave
a new rising long vowel. Such lengthening took place before a liquid
(117 m n ) or j in the same syllable: Ca. kdnj ‘horse’ G 8. stdrca ‘of an
old man’ krdj ‘end’ divdjka ‘girl’ bdrka ‘boat’ /Sto. konj stdrca krdj
dj¢vdjka bidrka. When j stands for -ij- and follows another consonant,
lengthening always takes place. Thirdly, recession of stress. On the
loss of final jers the tone shifted to the preceding syllable, especially in
nom.sg.masc. and gen.pl.fem.: Ca. sid ‘judgment’ GP. grik ‘of sins'/
GS. sidd NS. grihd (Where long vowels remain long), and GP. #én
‘of women' (where a short vowel is lengthened/NS. fend). When the
loss of final jer in the gen.pl. left a consonant-group resolved by
strengthening a preceding jer or by inserting the fill-vowel a, Ca
accentuation vacillates: GP. otdc/6tdc "of fathers’ /N S. otdc. There is
variable stress in the definite adjective: Ca. &ist -f -4 ‘clean’ or fist-f -@
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(indefinite: cist -a). In the verbal conjugation stress was withdrawn
when the original pretonic was long, but not when short: Ca. pitdmo
‘we ask’ (recessed)/kopdmo “we dig’. Verbs of class iii 2 assimilate the
first personal stress to the others: Ca. pife-n -f - “write' /R. pifui pifes’
pifet. In all these examples the recession of the accent is due to causes
quite different from those operating in Sto.

(ii) Sto (ftokavitina). The original accentuation is found also in the
Una Valley and along the left bank of the Sava as far as Zupanja. In
South Serbia and South and East Montenegro also the primitive
conditions prevail. There is found there a rule of recession, not from
all final syllables but from final open vowels, in which cases long
syllables receive a long rising tone and short syllables a falling tone:
svila <svild ‘silk’/séstra <{sestrd ‘sister’. Next come dialects which
retract the accent from both a final open syllable and a final closed
short syllable: dial. pétok pdtok <poték ‘brook’. In these areas the
long syllable takes a long rising tone, but the short syllable may be
rising or falling. All these are stages in the evolution of the final Sto
solution, exemplified in the standard speech, in which accent-shift
occurs also from a final long syllable. There is thus a general retrac-
tion characteristic of Standard Serbocroat, as fixed by Karad#ié, and
valid for Hercegovina, the South-West, Central Serbia (Sumadija)
and the Banat,

As fully developed in Standard Serbocroat the tonic system includes
shorts falling () and rising ( *) and longs falling (*) and rising (* ). The
signs were applied by Karadzié. All syllables after the stress have a
falling tone, which he left unmarked when short, but marked, some-
what ambiguously, with a circumflex when long (*). When more than
one accent is written on a word, only the first marks a stress: 5. kdji
‘which’, 2dpitd ‘asked’ dddé ‘came’. The unstressed long syllable is
sometimes marked by the usual long diacritic (-), which has the
advantage that it can be placed above a pretonic long vowel, unlike
Karad#i¢'s circumflex: e.g. dial. zimd ‘winter’ fHvim ‘1 live',

The tonic accent is recessive. It passes back one syllable towards
the beginning of the word, and it should be noted that this applies
equally to words borrowed from Turkish. Consequently, one can
only be sure that the accent is primitive when it is one of those that
fall on a first syllable, and there is external evidence (from Ca) to show
that it is not due to recession. There can be no stress on a final
syllable where there is more than one in the word. Original long rising
tones became falling shorts. The rising long (©) and rising short (%)
tones of the present language are thus innovations. Original long
falling tones remain: 5. glis "voice’ snijeg (snég in the e- dialect) ‘snow’
ddb 'oak’. In the transcription of snijeg, we must allow for the effect of
the full group, which is composed of two short elements, of which the
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first is a fifth higher than the second. The method of transcription
(-ije-) shows that the general effectis a fall of pitch, and that half the
whole vocalic effect amounts to the duration of a short vowel. The
actual effect might have been more clearly rendered by a large
circumflex or an acute followed by a grave (-ijé-).

Original long rising tones were shortened and made to fall: 5. krdva
‘cow’ rima ‘wound’ fido ‘miracle’. Long vowels which precede the
original stress, and which have become stressed by recession of
accent, are rising longs (#): S. gen.sg. mdga ‘naked’ Futa “yellow’
(fem.) cfna *black’ (fem.) ritka ‘hand’/ndg Fit cin.

Original short syllables in monosyllables due to the loss of final jer
are lengthened and falling: S. Bég ‘God’ léd ‘ice’ mdé “power’/GS.
Biga etc.

Certain consonants lengthen preceding vowels in the same syllable:
at the end of words, v j (but not v when the tone was originally rising:
lév ‘lion’ ndv ‘new’): bdj 'battle’ krdj 'end’, adjectives in -dv -fv; any
consonant followed by j <-ij-: pérje ‘plumage’ zFnje ‘grains’ zdrdvije
‘health’, though in the next syllable; { 7 n m closing the syllable, or v i
closing a syllable other than the last. A number of suffixes, however,
do not share in this lengthening.

(iii) Slovene. In this language the tone is largely recessive, but upon
principles unlike those of Ca- and Sto-Serbocroat. The tones are three:
short and virtually falling ( *), long rising (* )and long falling (*). Under
stress all short syllables are lengthened. A final rising tone shifts to a
preceding syllable, i.e. the rise is anticipated and is at last attracted to
the mediumly tense pretonic: Slov. gdra ‘hill' bds fem.sg. bdsa ‘bare-
foot’/R. gord bosd. There are a number of circumstances which prevent
the tone-shift: it does not occur with neo-acute tones resulting from
metatony; in the case of the ending -¢ <-ije; if the syllable has become
final through loss of jer, or if jer has been lost in the pretonic syllable:
Slov. glavdr ‘chief’ kuped “of the merchant’. Conversely, a falling tone
tends to be delayed and so transferred to a following syllable, which is
lengthened thereby: Slov. Bogd ‘of God', slaté ‘gold’ (S. sldto; cf.
B. zlatd).

The full circumstances of tone-change in Slovene are obscure. It
seems probable that original rising longs weré shortened, and then
lengthened in open syllables along with original rising shorts. In final
open syllables no lengthening occurred. In closed syllables, other than
the last, rising longs became falling longs: Slov. dimka/dim ‘smoke’;
this happened also when the following syllable was originally long (as
ISF. a-stems, 1S. pres.indic., definite declension of adjectives). A
falling tone lengthened original short vowels: Slov. Bég ‘God’ ndd
‘night’, and case-endings. When new long vowels have resulted from
contraction the tone falls when the stress was on the first element, and
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rises when the stress was on the second: Slov. igrdm ‘1 play’ R. igrdju,
instr.sg. 6 ‘by that' <CSL*tgj¢.

Musical tone has been lost in some forms of Slovene, e.g. in Styria.

177. Hardening in Slovene, Serbocroat and Bulgarian. The system of
alternation between hard/soft forms of vowels and consonants has
been entirely abandoned in Slovene and Serbocroat, and to some
extent in Bulgarian. In Old Bulgarian it was well defined, and the
scribes frequently marked its presence by placing a little semi-circle to
the right of a consonant, linking it with the following vowel. This
symbolizes the essential nature of softening. It affects both consonant
and vowel, so that the one ends with an off-glide of the nature of [j]
and the other begins with a [j] on-glide. The relation was one of
necessity. The off-glide and on-glide being identical, it followed that
a soft consonant was bound to lead to a soft vowel, and a soft vowel
could only be preceded by a soft consonant. All consonants may be
modified by the soft off-glide without necessarily changing their
timbre or area of articulation, but some were modified in a palatal
direction, and so palatalized, though still forming part of their original
series. The last stage was the conversion of palatalized consonants,
related to hard consonants by palatal modification, into palatal con-
sonants which subsist as autonomous speech-units. As to vowels,
softening was originally a feature of the front vowels ¢ & e i f, which
are sometimes known as the palatal vowels.

Among these vowels, ¢  became hard in Proto-Czech, as we have
seen (section 141). When soft jer was lost, it did not normally leave
behind a softened consonant, as in Polish or Russian. The vowels
mentioned became normal front vowels, without previous on-glide, and
therefore did not require palatal off-glide in the previous consonant.
The tendency towards hardness is continued and fulfilled by Slovene
and Serbocroat, in which the remaining front vowels became hard,
that is, normal, and, pari passu, all consonants became hard. In the
case of soft jer this is clearly indicated in early Serbo-Slavonic docu-
ments. Only one sign (&) is used for both jers, because they imported
no distinction. Both signs have been used in Modern Bulgarian
script, but without effecting any distinction at the end of a word:
MB. nenr ‘day’ is pronounced den (and now spelt nen) despite the
soft jer. But there are dialects in which it is pronounced ded, and the
history of Bulgarian shows that the process of hardening is most
recent in that tongue. In it there are two variants of #, viz. ‘2 and e,
due to the influence of the vowel of the following syllable. The opener
type softens the preceding consonant in Modern (East) Bulgarian:
MB. béla béli *white’ (bdla/béli, now spelt Gnaa Gean), mléko ‘milk’
(mldko, now spelt manko). This vowel retained its on-glide long
enough in Serbocroat to develop into a diphthong or a dissyllable in
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Je-Serbocroat (jékavitina), which KaradZi¢ adopted as the standard;
the diphthong further developed into a vowel, either i or e (fhavtina/
ékavitina). But in all three forms the vowel became normal and self-
contained, implying no softening of the previous consonant. In
Modern Bulgarian ja ju soften a previous consonant: MB. Gdnju
(Gadriu) tja (fa). It is not so with S. kida ‘house’, in which the final -a
is a normal a, and is written as such. As a result of the normalizing of
vowels in Serbocroat and Slovene it was possible for KaradZié to
recognize and abstract the sound j, as a consonant or semivowel, and
add it to the Cyrillic alphabet. With a break in logic, it has been used
also in the groups §j nj to denote palatal [ A, which would have been
better represented under their own signs (! » have sometimes been
so used).

The phenomena of palatalization are not wholly conditioned by
softness. Palatalized consonants have continued their natural line of
development into palatals, unimpeded by the loss of softening; and
the palatals, in their turn, have become normal in their types, and so
‘hard’. They are marked by strong off-glides still, but these are of the
sibilant nature ({f or §) appropriate to the pre- and medio-palatal
positions. They are no longer accompanied by further off-glides of
the nature of j.

Note. The premiss of the present work is that softness before front
vowels was 2 Common Slavonic feature which has been preserved e.g.
in Polish and Russian, partly preserved e.g. in Czech and largely lost
in South Slav. It is, however, worth noting that a theory has been
advanced according to which this softness developed in certain
languages as a result of the change of certain vowels from front to
back, the process being e.g. te >f'o followed by generalization of '
before front vowels. It is true that while such changes of vowel-
quality are unknown in Standard Serbocroat and Ukrainian there are
several in Polish (e >o, ¢ >4, ¢ »a) and Russian (¢ >o, ¢ >a) and one
in Czech (¢ >a). A compromise-theory would suggest that the change
of vowel-quality may have helped to preserve a Common Slavonic
feature. A. V. Isatenko of Bratislava has drawn attention to the fact
that softening of consonants is commonest in those languages which
have relatively fewest vowels (e.g. Polish with 5 only, counting ¢ and
qas forms of ¢ and o, and y as a form of ) and disappears in proportion
with the increase in vowels (e.g. in Serbocroat, which—counting for
instance d d & d as four vowels, and including the sonant r—has 24).
R. Jakobson of the Prague phonological school has discussed softness
in non-Slav languages adjacent to the Slavonic area (e.g. East
Lithuanian).

178. Oral Vowels. A.0. Slov. kakd ‘how' jdgnje ‘lamb’ drevésa
‘trees’ devica ‘girl’; 8. jabuka ‘apple’ kiduna ‘Turkish lady’' jétrva
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‘sister-in-law’ difa "soul’; B. vratd ‘door’ biirja “storm’ igrdja ‘I play’,
Slov. dsel “ass’, 5. Fivot ‘life’ dpét “again’ Gkolo "around’; B. dblak ‘cloud’
podmdgvam ‘1 help’ pivo ‘beer’.

Unstressed a in Bulgarian tends to be pronounced [3], as to
some cxtent it does in Russian, and unstressed o to be pronounced
[ul: [vratd bidfa igrija pudmdgvem pivu], though the latter is
officially discouraged. The pronunciation [3] may even be used for
stressed a.

E. (i) CSLOB. é: Slov. koléno 'knee’ flovéka 'of a man' povést ‘tale’
potréba 'need’, the vowel usually being pronounced as closed [e];
5. bijelo 'white' svijet ‘world' djéd ‘grandfather’; S.Serbian and
Macedonian: Tpabirza=0B. Srédicl, Mpizbpiava=Prizren, Mphiamos=
Prilep AséPolis=Debol; B. béla béli 'white’, véra véri 'faith’, gnézdo
‘nest’ (WB. ¢/e, EB. 'a /e; the modern spelling had s or ¢). Un-
stressed B. £ (#) tends to [i], though this is also discouraged.

The Greek transcriptions show that # had, in South Serbia and
Macedonia, a very open pronunciation in stressed syllables, of the
nature of fa or ea, possibly ["8]. Rumanian words borrowed from
Bulgarian, and native Latin words which show metaphony like that
of Eastern Bulgarian, represent the sound by ea: Rum. veac ‘age’
deal "hill' seard/pl. seri 'evening’. The pronunciation of stressed ¢
divides Modern Bulgarian into two main zones. In the west it is
always ¢, in the east, from which it derives the standard pronunciation,
it is e before originally soft consonants; before hard consonants it may,
when stressed, become “a: WB. béla béli /EB. bdla béli, but fovék ‘man’
and other words have the quality ¢ even in East Bulgarian. By analogy
one also finds jd followed by front vowels. The West Bulgarian
tendency may have originated in a small north-western focus, and have
spread southwards and eastwards during the last two hundred years.
South-west Bulgarian had a different pronunciation, as we have seen.
In South-eastern Bulgarian (south of Tatar Pazardiik-Burgas and
east of Tatar PazardZik-Ser-Salonica) the pronunciation of € is ja jd
in all circumstances.

Serbocroat is divided into three parts (cutting across the division
by the criteria fto fa kaj) according to the treatment of £ The most
important is the central and southern region of the Je-dialect (jéhavi-
tina), in which £ gave je with originally rising intonation and ffe with
falling intonation: S. wjéra ‘faith’ djélo ‘deed’ [original rising longs
becoming falling shorts, see section 176 (b) ii] vijek "age’ tijelo ‘body’.
But after r, je appears as e: trébd ‘it is necessary’, and before jand o as
i: smijati se ‘laugh’ bio ‘white’. To the east of these dialects, in the
S-ummdija and the border region from Prizren to Timok, € >e; these
are E-dialects (ékavitinag). To the west, along the shores of Istria and
Dalmatia, # >¢ (I-dialects, ikavftina), but in North-west Basnia and
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inland parts of Dalmatia i/je alternate, doubtless as the result of
migration from South Serbia northwards. In the oldest Latin tran-
scriptions of Dalmatian names e was employed: Negovan Vera
Belgrado. Old Croat documents written in Glagolitic script have i:
naslidnika “heir’ (GS.) 1392/5. ndsljednika. In the island of Lastovo
the distinction of je/ije is given as je/jé, and that was how it appeared
in the poets of the Ragusan school (16th cent.). That there was an
early division of Serbia into two regions, in the eastern one of which
£ e both gave ¢, and in the western remained distinct (as f je/¢) secems
clear. It is not clear that any advantage arises from Leskien’s method
of explaining 7 and je by positing an originally close [e:], since the
same result would be achieved through the diphthong [ie] resulting
from fractioning the long vowel [¢:]. The closed e of Slovene does not
support the hypothesis of a close vowel in Serbocroat, since it appears
to be of recent origin.

Slov. e is as old as the oldest monuments (Freising, 10-11th cent.):
grechou (gen.pl.) ‘of sins’ vueruisi ‘I believe’ imeti ‘have’. There is
nothing to indicate its exact quality. In parts of the modern area the
long close e develops into a falling diphthong e/, which may dissimilate
its parts and become ai. In Carinthia ¢ i i, a result which, under the
special conditions of the dialect, implies original [e:].

(ii) CSL.OB. e: Slov. jélen ‘stag’; S. tééi ‘flow’ jédan ‘one’ éto ‘behold’;
B. ézero‘lake’. -

Apart from the demonstrative element e- every initial Slavonic ¢
becomes je-, though in Modern Bulgarian this has largely been lost
(as in ézero). Foreign words have initial e-: S. ekondmican ‘economic’
eksplodtisati “exploit’ evdndélje ‘gospel’. In Bulgarian unstressed e
tends to become [i]: [£ziru]; cf. & above.

U. Slov. S. rida B. rudd “ore’.

Y I Slov. sin ‘son’ storiti “make’; S. biti ‘be’ biti ‘strike’; B. bivs
*late, ex-', fenite ‘the women’.

Among the Freising documents one finds y represented as wi:
OSlov. buiti ‘be’ /biti, bui/bi, mui /mi ‘we' (10-11th cent.). The spelling
was based on the equation wi—=Germ. . There are alternative spellings
in u and iu. The sign transliterated y was used in Old Serbian docu-
ments: OS. prébyti “dwell’ 123440, but its pronunciation was i as
may be scen from the ultracorrection s ynémi vsémi “with all others’/
inémi in the same text. Occasional confusion of y/i occurred dialectal-
ly even in Old Bulgarian (rybé/ribé ‘fish’ pokrivaemit ‘we veil', 12th
cent.). The distinction was, however, regularly maintained in the
thirteenth century, and only after that did it fail in Bulgarian. Yet one
Bulgarian fragment of the thirteenth century has no letter for y,
though the conservative practices of Bulgarian men of letters helped
to retain the sign as late as the beginning of the twentieth century.
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Naturally it appeared often enough in the wrong place. In South-
east Macedonia the vowel has persisted as &f or has become 4.

Fers. Slov. déf ‘rain’ ddn “day’ mdh ‘moss’; S. din mihovina; B. den
mdch (OB. dini miichi). In 8. it often appears as a fill-vowel: fdkat
fact’.

In weak position the jers disappear. In strong position they vocalize
to Slov. a/e, 5. a, MB. ¢/d. The difference in Slovene is one of
quantity. The short vowel is written ¢ and pronounced [2], akin to
MB. 4, in which case it may disappear from pronunciation and even
from spelling: kdnémo <homifino 'finally’; but when lengthened the
vowel becomes a. This is in conformity with the usage of the south
and west, including Lower Carinthia and the literary dialect. In the
east and north, however, ¢ is found for both jers, as in Czech. This is
another: example of the function of Slovene to serve as a bridge
between the Balkans and West Slavonic. The loss and confusion of
the jers is attested for the tenth century by the Freising documents:
OSlov. zimirt /OB, sgmrti “death’ dini den/OB. dini ‘day’ selom/OB.
siilomid “to the messengers’.

When the Serbs pressed into the Balkans in the sixth and seventh
centuries they still had the two jers, as may be seen in the equivalence
of Romance and Slavonic forms of place-names: Buccari/Bdkar
Crvitatem/Captat Cavtat Corcyra nigra/Ktkar. They are omitted in
weak position from Latin documents of the eleventh and twelfth
centuries, and in strong position they are confused: sitmicus/sitiniki
‘captain’. By 1300 a appears for them in Glagolitic documents:
va ime otca ‘in the name of the Father’ /v 1392. This spelling was
current in Bosnia in the fourteenth century alongside the
traditional orthography. This included but one symbol for both jers
(s) which was sometimes doubled in strong position: css ‘this’. No
doubt it represented an obscure vowel in many instances, e.g. when
the vowel was short; but it has become a full vowel a in Serbocroat
and the Serbo-Bulgar dialects from Prizren to the Timok: 5. ddn
"day’ sdn 'dream’. In Montenegro and South Serbia it is a dull vowel,
akin in timbre to Fr. ew Germ. 8. In the north-west, among the -
Quarnero Islands and in Cres (Cherso), the resulting vowels vary
between a e and o: pés "dog’ otéc 'father' (Vrbnik), pés otéc (Dobrinj),
ddn “day’ denés "today’ (Cres).

The tendency to confuse the jers was already felt in Old Bulgarian:
OB. fida/ fada ‘having gone'. They were sometimes distinguished not
on their own merits, but by reference to the nature of the vowel in the
following syllable: OB. wibmi/viné ‘outside’ diva,/divé ‘two’ zilo/zili
‘bad’. The resulting obscure vowel in Modern Bulgarian is d [2]. The
soft jer, when pronounced as a vowel, has been replaced by the sign for
the hard jer. It was without significance at the end of a word, and
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marks softness of the consonant only when appearing between a
consonant and vowel: Llénso= Cdno; in some spellings it has been
used before the masculine definite article; wéneTs ‘the horse’ (now
written wouar). In some central dialects and occasionally in the
Rhodope Mountains and in the north-east, this vowel becomes fully
vocalized as a: dial. daf ‘rain’ sldnce ‘sun’ magld “mist’.

There have also been hesitations in the literary language between
d/e: dan/den *day’. This is a dialectal feature of the north-east, the
north-west, the south-west and Macedonia. A narrower range (South-
west Bulgaria and Macedonia) is that of the vocalization of & as o:
dial. (Prilep and Salonika) ddf ‘rain” von ‘outside’ nékot ‘nail’ /dd#d vdn
nokat, The two tendencies together mark Macedo-Bulgarian, and
their presence in Old Bulgarian texts is a clear proof of dialect: OB.
somil/sinil ‘sleep’ raboti ‘that slave’ dimesi ‘today’ demetd “that day’,
-omi/-emi -omil/-emid -ochi /-echii.

179. Nasal Vowels. Slov. govédo ‘ox’ bédem 1 shall be’; S. gbveda
(pl.) ‘cattle’ biidem; B. govédo bada.

Denasalization has taken place in all three languages. The soft nasal
¢ has given ¢ in all (in Slovene usually closed [e]), but the hard nasal o
has given varied solutions: Slov. o (usually closed [0]) S. u B. d/a. The
situation has been further obscured in Bulgarian by conservative
(but largely unetymological) orthographies, which used the sign of
the hard nasal vowel,-though with the same value as the hard jer had
achieved, that is, #= 3% = 4. The first sign alone might be used
initially.

There are dialectal differences in the Slovene derivatives of e,
viz.,, north-cast & (as sometimes in Slovak), Carinthia je, Upper
Carinthia ja, Gorizia a. There are some traces of nasality in dialects:
mesenc/mésec ‘moon, month'. For ¢ the Freising documents, which
wers written partly under the influence of Old Bulgarian- models
(1o-11th cent.), have on/un o/u: OSlov. peronse (poronde) OB.
poredo/MSlov. poroditi ‘command’ dusi/dufo (AS.) ‘soul’ vueruii
‘believe’. The modern solution o is exceptional among the standard
forms of Slavonic languages, but it is continued dialectally through
the Kaj and Ca dialects of Serbocroat.

There were nasal vowels in Serbocroat between the seventh and
tenth centurics. They were lost in the eleventh, before Serbian
records commence, but there are still traces of them in Ca. Foreigners
heard ¢ as e(n) and o as a very close un: Motimird= Muncimirus (gth
cent.) Mowrwfipos (1oth cent.)/Mutimir (11th cent.). Examples of
nasalization persist to some extent in Istria and Dalmatia: Ca dunbsk/
diibok (OB. globokit) ‘deep’ kolémbat (with intrusive nasal)/kolébati se
‘stagger’. CSl. ¢ e extends through Yugoslavia into Western
Bulgaria, and is normal for the Bulgarian literary tongue. At the
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north-west end of this area, however, it becomes a after a palatal
(¥ 2 ¢ j), medially, but not finally: jazik “tongue’ jadmen ‘barley’
(cFiume}. zajik “tongue’ (Krk) /jéxik jécmén, but final -¢ <-¢ remains in

2. dufe (GS.) ‘of a soul' pridofe ‘they approached’. CSI. o >u is
general in the Ca and Kaj dialects (édkaviting, kdjkavitinag), but in
some northern Ca-dialects the treatment differs as to length,, viz. u
(short)/uo (long): NCa. kiéa ‘house’/rufka ‘hand’ pudt ‘road".
Occasionally o is found: Ca. glob ‘dove’ Zend (AS.) ‘woman’/gdlib
fénu.

In East Bulgarian dialects ¢ >e “a not only after palatals (¥ £ £j),
but after all socts of palatalized consonants: EB. #dden ‘thirsty’ #dtva
‘harvest, crop' fnia ‘name’ kldtoa ‘curse’, as well as the normal #éden
#étva ime klétva. The Serbo-Bulgar dialects from Prizren to the Timok
have ¢ > u as in Serbocroat. Elsewhere the effect of nasality is seen in
a duller pronunciation of the vowel, which otherwise remains as open
as possible, giving, in the first instance, a relaxed nasal 4 (like the
Portuguese nasal @ am in Id cama). This sound is heard in the region
of Salonica, in South-west Macedonia, and in Albania; it is sometimes
followed by a perceptible consonant before another consonant (as
with the Polish nasals): dm. Other varieties of pronunciation are
sonant m and fully consonantal am em om: dial. zemp Fomp
zmp/B. 2db ‘tooth’, dial. rdmka/B. rdkd ‘hand’. In the Central
Rhodope area the pronunciation is a very open o, which has been
transcribed 0 o0 44, and in South-west Bulgarian there is a forward
pronunciation of the back nasal as d: dial. zdbi ‘teeth’. The two nasals
were both very open in Old Bulgarian (approximately nasal 4/4), and
were sometimes exchanged. In the literary language 4 sometimes
appears as 2. The outlying Siebenbiirgen Bulgarian dialect dating
from the thirteenth century shows that it was the nasal of a final
syllable which was first weakened: bande /OB. bodo ' shall be'.

180. (a) Tort. Slov. grad ‘city’ grah ‘pea’ vrdna ‘crow’ slddek ‘sweet’
slima *straw’ gldva "head’ plds ‘voice’ mldd ‘young' bréza ‘birch’ brég
‘bank’ mléko ‘milk’; S. grdd kriva ‘cow’ vrdn ‘raven’ vrdma slidak
slima gldva glis mldd plijen "booty’ brijeg mijéko; B. prad grach plavd
glas brésd brég mléko (Gpesd, Gpar, mario).

The common solutions are trat tlat trét tlét, and the latter give the
variant solutions of ¢ which differentiate Serbocroat dialects. In this
language there is found a constant set of differences due to tone. The
falling tone remains as a long falling tone, whether in one syllable or
in two: vrdn plijen. The original rising tone is converted into a short
falling tone: erdna. Thus, with regard to length, Serbocroat has longs
where Czechoslovak has shorts, and shorts for longs. The reason is
that the Serbocroat development has had tone and the Czechaslovak
length as the primary consideration.
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(&) Ort. Slov. rdma ‘shoulder’ ras “away from' rdsti ‘grow’ lddja ‘ship
lakét ‘elbow’; 5. rdlo ‘plough’ r8b ‘slave’ ldda likat ldkom ‘greedy’;
B. rdmo rob lddija.

The original difference of tone in the formula drt/dri- does not
normally appear as a difference of vowel.

(¢) Thrt. Slov. &rv "'worm' délg “long’ sdlnce “sun’; S. gilo ‘throat’
bfz ‘swift’ dive ‘wood’ siince ‘sun’ biha ‘flea’ sm#t ‘death’ cin ‘black’
piin “full’ fit ‘vellow' sisa ‘tear’; B. &rdv dalg/dldg bidrna ‘lip’ slance
‘sun’ smdrt ‘death’ pdlen “full’.

In such circumstances rd 4i in Old Bulgarian stood for sonant r /.
That is the point from which the modern South Slavonic tongues
have developed, either retaining the sonant, or resolving it into a
consonant preceded or followed by a vowel.

In Slovene the solutions of p { are r ol (pronounced ou). In western
Slovene dialects ar is found for 7; and in the extreme west and east
u stands in place of ol. The latter is often pronounced ou in long
syllables and u in short syllables, even in the standard language.

In Serbocroat the sonant r is almost universal. At the beginning of
words it sometimes vocalizes: 5. rda ‘rust’ 7&/rdf ‘rye’. During the
middle ages the sonant was spelt in various ways: r in Glagolitic docu-
ments, ri in Cyrillic, occasionally er in Ragusa (13th cent.), and ar in
Dalmatian Latin of the sixteenth century. All these spellings signify
one sound, which was described in 1649: ‘mortem aliqui scribunt
smart, aliqui smert, aliqui alii sine vocali smrf; sed in communi usu
loquendi non dicitur smart nec smert, sed modo quodam aspero ita ut
vocalis non advertatur’. To imitate the sound this grammarian
(Nicaglia) used the formula rri. There is an i-element in the pro-
nunciation used in the island of Lastovo (GP. prist ‘of fingers'/S.
pistd). It appears in eleventh-century transcriptions like Tirpimir
Girdan NofémpiBov=Novd Bido. In the Quarnero Islands the pro-
nunciations vary: r ar er er dr ri.

Initially { >S. la, but occasionally o: ldgati ‘lie’ li# ‘lie’ lifica/d%ica
‘spoon’ pridnuti ‘stick’. Between consonants it was ‘dark’ or hollow.
In the Quarnero Islands it persists as a sonant: dial. dig ‘long’ pln ‘full’.
It is found in long syllables at KneZevac in South Serbia: dial. vlk
‘wolf’. Among the Dalmatian Islands the sonant has been diversely
vocalized as el ol al, whence also ¢ o: dial. dég dig ‘long’ pdln “full’.
This diversity is found in Dalmatian documents of the eleventh
century: Vilkan Velkan/S. Vikan. Croatian Glagolitic documents of
the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries have only I: mlfanie ‘silence’
dlfan ‘due’ Vikiié. However, the development { Su is already attested
by Ragusan writers of the fifteenth century: pumi “full’ napuni “fill’
(Mengeti¢ and Dr2ié¢’s poems, early 16th cent.). From this u there
developed a diphthong wo in Ragusan and Bosnian works of the
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seventeenth century (suonce “sun’), but that represents a side-line. At
first the timbre of the vowel resulting from { may not have been
precise, as vacillations occur: Vokac Vukac Vuokac, Vole Voch Vuoch.
The vocalization of final consonant -/ >85. ¢ was not contemporary
with the vocalization of the sonant {, but later. In consequence, it has
not yet completed its development over the Serbocroat area, since it is
kept at Lastovo in the order of words ja san rekal ‘1 have said’, but
dropped in the order reka san. Elsewhere among the Dalmatian
Islands final consonantal -{ is dropped: dial. bi ‘been’ pobégnu ‘fled’,
whereas in the northern group of them, from Krk to Vis (Lissa), it is
still regularly maintained: dial. videl ‘saw’ rekal ‘said’. The earliest
specimens of this change are found in Bosnia in the fourteenth
century and at Ragusa about 1400: veseo ‘joyful’.

181. Final Vowels. A peculiar feature of some forms of Serbocroat
is the unvoicing of final vowels under certain conditions,

182. Velars. Slov. deklé ‘girl' drdg ‘dear’ dith ‘spirit’; 5. nifki “of
Ni&' négo ‘but’ driigi ‘second’ htjéti *wish’; B. kdm ‘to’ bogdt 'rich’
driigi ‘others’ chljab ‘bread’. 5.Slov. k <CSL. ch tends to become a pure
aspiration (as Eng. k), especially in Serbocroat, where it is frequently
dropped: "o¢u ‘I will'. ! -

There has been no development of soft velars (k ¢ ch) as in Russian
and Polish, save to some extent in Bulgarian, since the general
hardening of vowels and consonants has made this unnecessary.
S. kidati ‘rend’ ginuti ‘perish’ derive i <y without affecting the
normality of the consonant. Owing to the absence of soft velars as
such, Gk. Romance k ¢ and Turkish & § (Magyar gy) are represented
by S. é d: 5. éélija ‘cell' &pir ‘garden’ dimur ‘charcoal’ Diirad
‘George’ ddkon ‘deacon’ ddk "student’ dérddn 'necklace’ Maddr/
Madz#dr ‘Magyar’ (from cella wymolpa kimiir Sido(oves) gerdan).

183. Dentals and Alveolars. T D. Slov. fito *corn’ kdst "bone’ /kdéa
‘hut’ méé ‘night’ mdéé ‘might’, dém ‘house’ dijdk ‘student’/méja
‘boundary”; S. tijelo "body’ /svijéda ‘candle’ ndé mdc, diglo ‘deed’/
méja Sto. méda; B. télo [td...)/sveft noft moft; délo [di...]/mefdd.
Before ja ju the consonants are palatalized in Bulgarian: [tilu] tjutyin
[tutin] ‘tobacco’, and some Bulgarians palatalize these and other
consonants before e §, though not so markedly as in Russian: B. den
is thus pronounced as [den] or [den].

In the development of CS1. *f *d South Slavonic is opposed to West
and East Slavonic, but is not united within itself. The Slovene forms
are further developments of those in Serbocroat, but Bulgarian forms
are independent. The pronunciation { is said to occur in the Dal-
matian Islands, in some regions, but in the same districts d has
developed into j, as in Slovene. In most parts of Yugoslavia a sibilant
off-glide has been developed, and ¢ d are readily confused with ¢ df.
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Conversely, in Ragusa and parts of Bosnia and Hercegovina the
tendency is to discard ¢ d¥ in favour of ¢ 4. In Bulgarian the develop-
ment has been: *f 548 5 8¥F 5§ and similarly *d >#4. The sibilant
off-glide was anticipated before the dental and then lost in a soft off-
glide (OB. ¥ £d), which has since been hardened (MB. § £d). Akin to
these developments has been that of ®skj *sk: Slov. # S, i # B. k.
In Old Serbian documents the sounds are written k g: pobeki/pobeci
‘flee" se ju/svadu *dispute’ 1387. This is due to the close resem-
blance nﬁa?and k ¢, when the latter are strongly palatalized. It is the
pronunciation current in Macedo-Bulgarian dialects: brdjka ‘brothers’
gavdlite ‘the devils’, and upon it is based the Standard Bulgarian
gerund in -ajki /-ejki.

Medial -dl- sometimes occurs in Slovene (as in West Slavonic), not
all instances being explicable by analogy.

L RN S Z. Slov. lép “beautiful’ ljudjé “people’, hrib *hill’ morjé ‘sea’,
nebd 'sky' njiva 'field’, ndsiti ‘bear’ ndsim. ‘1 bear’, kdzati ‘show’ kdgem
‘I show’; S. bio ‘been’ lijep ljiidi tri ‘three’ mdre, nébo njégov ‘his’,
nositi niisim, kdzats kigém; B. lep ljside, tri moré/pl. morjd, nebé bdnja
‘bath’, mislene ‘reflexion’.

In Serbocroat /, final of a word or syllable, becomes o, except when
analogy intervenes: Bidgrad <Béligradd. In Slovene final [ tends to
be pronounced as w: rékel [rékew] ‘he said".

Slov.S. lj nj are palatal consonants, not combined sounds. S. Jj
results from CSI. *}j, from secondary Jj (<-l-), from I+ je (Je-dialect),
and from intrusive [: S. pslje “field” dduljénje ‘choking’ zdravije (-fje)
‘health’ héto/léto lito ‘summer’; Slov. krdlj ‘king’ ljib ‘dear’ vdlja "will’,
but zdrdvje (-ije). Similarly, nj develops from CSl. *nj, secondary nj
(<-nfj-) and nje in the Je-dialect. S. banja “bath’ pitdnje "question’
njemdta ‘dumbness’; Slov. bdnja sndnje ‘knowing' mjiva. Slov. 7j is
not a palatal 7, but a normal r followed by a j. In Bulgarian r is softened
before ja ju: B. morjd (pl.) [mufd] ‘seas’ razorjd [zufd] ‘T ruin'/
moré razorén. Bulgarian also palatalizes I n s = before ja ju, and as [ is
hollow when final of a word or syllable or before a back vowel (includ-
ing d) the consonant has three varieties: /1 in lak/lek/lak (‘medicine,
casy, lacquer’). The development *sj *37 > § # is of Common Slavonic
date. S 3 are softened in Je-Serbocroat before secondary j, and before
{j mj they tend to palatalize: S. mifljénje ‘thought’ kdénjénje ‘punish-
ment’ s njim/F nfim:with him',

184. Labials. P B V M. Slov. pijem ‘1 drink’ pliuvdti ‘spit’, bits "hit',
#iv “alive’ fHvljénje ‘living’, méh ‘moss’ sémlja ‘land’; S, pice ‘drink’,
ﬁaﬁ;n ‘kiss', $iv Fivljénje, mdti "mother’ zémlja: B. kdrab ‘boat’ zemjd
‘land’.

The intrusive [ is a constant feature of Slovene and Serbocroat
when a labial was originally followed by j. It was also the most usual
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result in Old Bulgarian, where (in the Zographensis manuscript, for
instance) there are about 4 zemlt to 1 zemi. The hesitation is evidence
of dialectal variation, and it is upon that difference of dialect that the
absence of intrusive / in Modern Bulgarian depends. The exceptions
in the literary language are words borrowed or imitated from Russian
or Church-Slavonic. These include the use of the ending -enie, fitted
to form abstract nouns from verbs.

In Serbocroat initial v + consonant gives w-: storak ‘Tuesday’ <
wvitorikid, and the preposition vd gives u.

F. F occurs in Slavonic only as a result of unvoicing v (B. zdrav
[zdraf] *healthy'), or in imitative words (S. ffkati ‘puff’), or as a
reduction of B. chv (B. chvald ‘praise’ [f3ld]) and S. kv in some
dialects, or (in one WS5lav. word) from -piev-. Otherwise f is foreign:
Slov. fant "boy" S. fildif ‘ivory’ fild$dn ‘dish" fimans ‘revenue-officer’
Sfeudalizam filosifija B. familija fifeklik ‘cartridge-box" Frdncija (Italian
fante T. fil-digi fincan fiseklik etc.).

185. Palatals. Apart from the new palatals arising from dentals,
there are those due to the first and second Slavonic palatalizations
(é£ §/c z 5). They become relatively hard in South Slavonic, but have
no special history, save that  has sometimes become r in Serbocroat
and Slovene, e.g. Slov. mdrem ‘1 can'.

B. FOrRMS
(i) VERBS
186. Classes of Verbs. These have been classified on the basis of Old
Bulgarian in section 48. The old forms were continued in South
Slavonic thus:
A. Athematic. See sections 187, 188,
B. Thematic.
(i) 1. k g: Slov. pé&i ‘bake’ pédem; 5. pédi pédém, moéi ‘be able'/
mdgu mifes; B. pekd peléf. g
2. t d: Slov. brésti ‘wade’ brédem; S. plésti 'plait’ plétém,; B.
metd "sweep',
3. p b v: Slov. grébsti ‘scratch’ grébem; 5. grésti grébém; B.
grebd.
4. 5 z: Slov. nésti "bear’ nésem; S. nésti nésém; B. nesd.
5. m n: Slov. péti pném ‘stretch’; S. kléti ‘curse’ kiném; B.
kdind.
6. I r: Slov. mréti “dic’ mrém: Sl. mrijéti mrijem, kldti "stab’
kiljém; B. umrd mélja ‘grind’,
. vowels: Slov. biti ‘strike’ bijem; S. bits bijém, &Giti ‘hear’
ciijém, piti ‘drink’ pijém, pliti ‘swim’ plijém, kriti “hide'
krijém, diti *blow’ diijém, ndti ‘know’ zndm.
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(ii) 1. vowel: Slov. tdmiti ‘sink’ tdnem; S. tonuti toném; B. minivam
/mindvam ‘pass’,
2. consomant: Slov. vsdigniti "raise’ vadignem; S. tisnuti ‘press’
tisném; B, dvigam.
(i1} €: 1. &: Slov. uméti "know how 1o’ umém; S. tmjeti smijem;
B. ZFivdia “dwell'.
2. i: Slov. letéti 'Ry’ letim; S. videti ‘sec’ vidim; B. tdrpjd
‘suffer’.
(iv) i: Slov. goveriti ‘speak’ govorim; S. nésiti ‘carry’ ndsim; B.
govdrja,
(v) 1. a: -aj-: Slov. fgrdti ‘play’ igrdm; S. bivati ‘be’ bivdm; B.
bjdgam “run’,
2. -j-: Slov. pisati ‘write' pifem; S. vézati ‘bind’ véfém; B. pifa.
3. zero; Slov, brdti ‘gather’ bérem; 5. brdti bérém; B. berd ‘take’.
4. +-: Slov. dajdti ‘give’ ddjem; S. kdjati ‘avenge' kdjém; B.
ldja *bark’.
(vi) ova: Slov.kupovdti ‘buy’ kupijem; S. kupovati kipujém; B.
kuprivam.
187. Athematic Verbs. *Es/s. The present indicative runs:

&1 2 3 P1 2 3 D 23

Slov. 5- ém | mb & v th
i

S. (j&)s- am i mo _ te u
j&(st)

B. 5= dm i me te a

In Serbocroat there are two forms, the one full, the other enclitic.
The full form contains an innovation in 3P. jésu/OB. so MB. sa (pr. sd)
Slov. sd. 15. jesmi hardened and gave a sonant (jesm sm), which has
been vocalized separately by each language. The ¢ of *sonti is found in
some Macedonian dialects: Maced. set. B. sd¥ti ‘same’ is from the
present participle; S. siifti ‘in person, absolute' is from Church Slavonic.

Other roots give the infin: Slov. biti S. biti, act,past part.: Slov. bil
bivii S. bio bivki B. bil, aorist, imperfect and conditional; as well as the
future: Slov. bddem bém S. bidém B. fe bdda, imperative: Slov.
bddi(te) S. bidi(te) N. bads badéte, and future gerund (Slov. boddé S.
biidiici) and participle (B. bddeft). From this stem comes also an impf.
partactive in Modern Bulgarian: B. bddel. The Bulgarian gerund
bidéjki results from confusion between the stems bod- and by- (cf.
aorist B. biddch below).

The aorist and imperfect have been lost in Slovene, which retains
only an invariable bi for use with the past participle in -/ to express the
conditional. There is no trace of a form like OB. bimi (conditional) in
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any of these languages. The aorist and imperfect in Serbocroat and
Bulgarian run:

St 2 3 P 2 3
5. aor. bi- h - - smo ste e
impf. EiJfl- } h fe de smo ste hu
B. amor. be-
condit. bl'.-} ch i 7 } chme  chie cha
impf. be- ch e ic

The old aorist B. bich iz restricted to conditional uses: az bich bil
T should be'. There is also an aorist with intrusive d, with stem bid-:
B. biddch nakdzan ‘1 was punished’. In Serbocroat bi is frequently
used in P 1 2 of the conditional (for bismo biste), leaving S 1 bik/S 2 3
P 1 2 3 bi. As the final k of bik is frequently dropped, the effect is much
the same as in Slovene and Russian, namely, that of one invariable
form. The original distinction between the 3P. aor./impf. flexions is
retained in Serbocroat (-fe/hu), but lost in Bulgarian (-cha). Conse-
quent upon that has been the spread of ¢k to the other persons of the
plural. Impf. 2P. -fete has been lost.

188. *Ed., etc. 18 *dédmi >CS1(OB.) dami >Slov. ddm S. ddm B.
dam ‘1 (shall) give’; Slov. jém ‘I eat’ vém '] know', OS. vijem jem,/S.
imdm ‘1 have’, B. jam imam. These are athematic forms, but, apart
from 3P., all other persons are now thematic: Sz -§ 3. - P.1 -mo/me 2.
-te (D1. -va 23. -ta). The old athematic forms were eliminated in
Slovene fromi the eleventh century (vés appears in the Freising docu-
ments); in Serbocroat they disappeared with the fourteenth century,
when 35. dd was found alongside 2. dasi vésr vést 3. dasti; the thematic
endings are frequently found in Middle Bulgarian, but with final -t as
a scribal anachronism as late as the seventeenth century. 3F. *dadntl >
OB. dadgtii >Slov. dadé (and then dadd on the analogy of other
conjugations), S. ddd# (and then dddii from the fourteenth century, on
the same analogy), B. daddt. From this person the stem in d was
spread to other persons: 5. dddém B. dadéf etc. The dental was
retained also in 3P. Slov. jeds S. jédi O5. vede/vedu B. jaddt MidB.
wédo (13th cent.). A further complication was the presence of da-j-,
from the root da with a thematic j-suffix; and this j was spread to
other verbs: 3P. Slov. ddjo jéjo vejd. Thus there was an apparent alter-
nation d/j which caused d to spread to words in j: 5. snddém ‘1 know’
imddém ‘1 have’ /znaj- imaj-. It was convenient in forming the stem of
new aorists: 5. dddok jédoh imadoh, B. dddoch jddoch/S. ddh jéh B.
imach. The imperfects followed suit: S. imadéh jédih/B. imach. B.
Jja#(te), imperative, is the old athematic form. Otherwise the impera-
tives show intrusive d or j: Slov. ddj(te) jédi(te) védi(te) [OSlov.
vej MSlov. povéj(te)], S. ddj(te) imdj(te), B. ddj(te).
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The fact that most other persons were thematic in flexion allowed
LS. dam to exercise a vast effect upon all conjugations in Serbocroat
and Slovene, and upon some in Bulgarian. These took the flexion
1S. -m. Since by contraction aje >a it was possible to set up an
analogy between these contracted verbs and dam, which worked as
follows: délajes >Slov. délaf: ddf : :ddm: délam/OB. délajo. In
Slovene this 18. -m has spread to all conjugations, and has been
accompanied by the elimination, in many verbs, of the consonant-
mutation due to the change from hard/soft in -¢/-ef. The present
tenses have thus been notably rationalized. In Serbocroat contracted
verbs in a (v 1) were made to conform to this pattern by the thirteenth
century: OS. rabotam ‘| work’ ebladam ‘1 conquer’; those in 1 (iii 2 and
iv) fell into line in the fifteenth century: OS. uéinim ‘1 do’ vidim ‘1 see”;
but in other verbs 1S. -u appeared as late as the seventeenth century,
and is still found in mdgu ‘1 can’, hdéu/éu * 1 wish, will’ and in two or
three less common verbs. In Modern Bulgarian the 15. -m is found
only with verbs of classes vi and v 1 (va and aj >a): B. kupivam ‘1
buy' polufdvam ‘1 receive’ poldgam 'l place’/R. polagdju. Otherwise
OB. -¢ >MB. -a. But the forms in -m are widely distributed in
Bulgarian dialects, and are universal in Macedo-Bulgarian.

Though not athematic, the modern representatives of *chotjo ‘1
wish' are conveniently mentioned here. They are used to form the
future tense in Serbocroat and Bulgarian. Serving as auxiliaries they
lose their accents (becoming enclitic or proclitic) and also the first
syllable. In Modern Bulgarian 3S. #te is used for all persons (B.
studéno fte mi bidde ‘1 shall be cold’, condit. §#éfe da mi e studéno ‘1
should have been cold' jte perd ‘1 shall wash'). A full conjugation
exists for the verb in the desiderative sense (#1- a ef e em ete at): B. fta
da pifa ‘] want to write', impf. ftjack, past.part. tjal. In Serbocroat the
full conjugation is used, and when the auxiliary follows its principal
verb, and is written with it, there is a veritable future tense flexion:
S.8L -dw 2. -def 3. -e P1. -femo 2. -dete 3. -¢£ (OS. -te); infin. S. hotjeti/
htjéti.

J:-Bq Thematic Present Indicative:

S 2 3 P 2 3 Dy 23

Slov. pise-

e e o
8, piévi- — T -
] oré- 2 m i - mao te E‘I_;{E\;‘Ijﬁ]

(iv) glvori- {gbvord)
B. per- i H é em  éte it

(;:gm' } Jja : i im ite  jat

(vi) polusiv- amm a ame ate at
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S51.C5LOB. -9 survived in OSlov. mogo “can’ verujo “believe’ profo
"beg’ odpuiio ‘forgive’ obljubljo “vow', which were in use as late as the
first half of the fifteenth century. It survives in Modern Serbocroat:
mdgu *1 can’ hdéu *I wish’ and a few other forms. In Modern Bulgarian
-0/jo appears as -a/ja, with an open vowel which is dull in East
Bulgarian -d/jd. There has been rationalization in MB. ndsja/OB.
nofo, on the analogy of mdsif etc.

From Sl. dam a final flexion -m has been generalized in Slovene and
Serbocroat and extended in Bulgarian as described in section 188.
Before this -m there appears the characteristic vowel of the conjuga-
tion, as before -§f -mo and the other persons. Hence the opposition
between the first person and the rest as to quality of flexional vowel
disappears, and the conjugation can be rationalized: S. vidim vidif
‘see’ ndsim nisif ‘carry’, pécém péléf 'bake'/R. vifu mofi pekid. The
third person plural continues to have a hard vowel in many verbs, and
then consonant-mutation is prevented in Serbocroat and Slovene:
8. 3P. pékii ‘they bake'. The vowel a appears in class v 1, { in classes
iii 2 and iv, and e in all others, with 3P. -ju -e -u respectively. Class iv 1
(5. tumijém ‘1 know how to') remains uncontracted in Serbocroat, and
vacillates in Slovene (umém /uméjem). In Class vi (ova) the suffix of the
infinitive has bzen passed into the present tense in Bulgarian: B.
kupuvam/S. kipujém ‘I buy'.

Sz, -1 >-f When -£i is found in Middle Bulgarian or Old Serbian
manuscripts it must be attributed to Church Slavonic influence,
though archaizing writers continued to write it in Bulgarian as late as
the nineteenth century.

83. -tid >-. CSl. *-ti >R. -f, but the ending was hardened at a
remote date, before the separation of West and South Slavonic. Hard
final £ then tended to be lost. Its presence in Old Bulgarian may, even
in the ninth century, have been an archaic feature, since forms
without ¢ are also encountered: OB. bode “will be’ e “is’ né “is not’. A
few south-western Macedonian dialects, which are highly conserva-
tive, still retain -£. It dwindled in Middle Bulgarian texts. Dalmatian
writers of the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries used a -¢ in
this person which may be explained as an enclitic, not a flexion:
O8S. budet Jerosolim tvoj ']. will be thine' (bude-t-t {ti). Otherwise
final -t is lacking in Serbocroat and Slovene from the thirteenth
century.

P1. Slov.8. -mo/B. -me. For the alternatives see section 53 Pi.
Forms in -me would find support in plurals in -¢, and also resemble
-te. In the Freising manuscripts -m (as in Czech) is found alongside
-mo: modlim “we pray’/Slov. mo{d)limo. The ending -mo is found in
Slovak and Ruthenian, and so, if we discount the Magyar irruption,
over a wide belt of Slavonic territory.
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Pa. -te.

P3. *-oti >Slov. -0 8. -u B. -at. The final -t drops in Modern
Bulgarian sa “are’, though retained in the south western dial. set. It is
frequently dropped in Sofia (sedjd/sedjdt ‘sit’), and in the south-west.
It disappeared in Proto-Serbian (budu hode 12th cent.). In classes iii z
and iv -etd >5. -e: vidé 'see’ ndsé ‘bear’. Contracted verbs do not
contract in this person: 5. kipujii ‘buy’ pitaji ‘ask’ as well as tmiji
‘know how to'. The corresponding forms in Slovene are -o/e, but
there has been a general extension of -jo to all classes of verbs:
Slov. bédo/bédejo™ will be’ délajo pdsejo govorijo,

Di1. -va. The dual survives only in Slovene. On the analogy of
M. dvd NF. dvé there is a tendency to distinguish gender within this
person as M. -va F. -ve -uvi,

Dz3. -ta. In Old Bulgarian a distinction of gender also appeared in
this person: M. -ta NF. -14, and it also is found in Slovene,

The date of the disappearance of the dual in Bulgarian is hard to
determine, since the language known as Middle Bulgarian does not
represent an attempt to render current speech. In Serbocroat the dual
disappeared at an early date, and only sva sta ‘are’ persisted into the
fifteenth century.

1go. Imperative.
Sa 3 Pi 2 Dy 23
Slov, pds- i i imo ite iva ita
govir- imo ite iva ita
déla- i J jmo jte jva jta
5. plét- i imo ite
pitd- i jmo jte
B. -
pee } i éte
nos-
bilrza- i jte

Save after a vowel, Slovene and Serbocroat have generalized the
ending P2. -ite to all conjugations, and Bulgarian has generalized -éte.
In Serbocroat this practice was normal from the fourteenth century.
Some athematic imperatives survived into the fifteenth century (ved -te
‘know’ vid -te “see’), and the loss of i is a characteristic of popular
poetry and Dalmatian writers between the fifteenth and eighteenth
centuries. Other persons of the imperative are obtained from the
indicative by the use of neka or da: S. neka Pyévaji ‘let them sing’ B.
neka peré ‘let him wash' da perém ‘let us wash’ da ndsjat ‘let them
carry'. Negative imperative: S. némdj(te)= Lat. noli(te); a negative
form of the verb mdd&i ‘be able’. The velar stems are palatalized,
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second pal. in Serbocroat, first in Bulgarian. Personal endings may
be attached to particles to make a sort of imperative: S. ndte ‘there you
have it’ hdjdemo hdjdete ‘come on' (T. haydi).

191. Present Gerund and Participle. Slov. nesdf ‘bearing’, S. plétaéi
plaiting’, B. perdit (part.) pérejki (ger.) ‘washing’.

Slovene has also gerunds in - {-¢: Slov. sedé ‘sitting’ molé% ‘being
silent’. This gerund is frequently found in Serbocroat documents up
to the seventeenth century; in the sixteenth century S. -&/ée were
alternatives: OS. hodece ‘going’. Dalmatian writers, perhaps as a result
of Latin influence, sometimes declined the participle. OB. -oit- >MB.
-aft and OB. -¢ft- >MB. -eft. The latter is found colloquially as a
doublet of -aft, without reference to historical origins. In Macedo-
Bulgarian the consonants of the gerund are & and % according to
locality; the literary language has k.

192. Infinitive and Supine. Infin. -, Supine (Slovene only) -t.
Class i 1 (roots ending in % g) have infinitives in Slov. -& 8. -é. Slov.
téci‘flow’ S. péci "bake’. The final vowel may drop in both dialects, and
this is the rule in Ca, where also -stf may become -5. In Sto -# is
dropped before the enclitic of the future tense: S. ddéu ‘1 shall give';
but -¢f is retained: WS. ré&f éu ‘I shall say’. When the enclitic is
attached to a pronoun or adjective the infinitive keeps its full form:
S. jd éu pitati ‘1 shall ask’, gdjé ée se roditi Hristos ‘where will Christ be
born?'

The supine is used with verbs of movement in Slovene: déklice
prihdjajo plésat ‘the girls are coming to dance’.

In Bulgarian the final vowel had been lost in the twelfth century,
leaving a hard -¢ indistinguishable from the supine. By the seven-
teenth century this -t had also gone; a few traces of this reduced
infinitive remain. The infinitive was then rendered analytically by
means of the present indicative and the particle da, which is also com-
mon in Serbocroat: B. iskam da otivam ‘1 want to go', 5. pocefe da
dilazé (pocefe dolaziti ‘they began to arrive’. The analytical substitu-
tion of a phrase for an infinitive is also a feature of Modern Greek
(v&), Rumanian (sd) and Albanian (#£). There can be no question of
borrowing in the usual sense, and yet these congruent developments
seem more than coincidental. They represent a common process of
thought, due partly to living together in a given area, which has been
worked out from different material and under the stress of different
immediate causes. The loss of the infinitive flexion required adaptation
also in the future and conditional: B. fte ostdna ‘1 shall stay’, ftéfe da
vikaf ‘thou wouldst have called'.

193. Past Tenses. The participle in -l is used to form the perfect
tense: Slov. jaz sem bil, 5. jésam bio/bio sam, B. az sdm bil ‘1 have been;
the conditional with invariable i in Slovene and at least partially

-
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conjugated 5. bik, B. (conjugated) bich; and the future in Slovene: jas
bédem govoril 1 shall speak’ [This construction is used in Serbocroat
as a future perfect in dependent clauses: kdd biidém défac *when I
(shall) have come']. The perfect, preceded by da, is exceptionally
used in Serbocroat to express unreal conditions in the past: dd sam
“bio timo ‘had | been there'. It is not used without auxiliaries (except
sometimes in Bulgarian 3 SP), so that the participle in -/ does not
normally itself become a past tense, as in Russian. In Modern
Bulgarian it has been affected by the semantic development of the
imperfect and aorist. As these tenses have drawn apart in meaning
(see sect, 196}, they have also come to differ in form. The imperfect
has been attached to the present stem of the verb, while the aorist
remains in the aorist stem. From the imperfect stem thus obtained
there has arisen an imperfect participle: B. perél ‘washed’ ndsel ‘bore’/
pral ndsil. ]

The I- participle plays a great part in the peculiar Bulgarian idioms
of indirect speech, which have presumably developed under Turkish
influence. In these forms the auxiliary is omitted in the third person
of the past tense. Examples are: (‘he writes well' toj pife dobré/) ‘they
told me he wrote well’ kazdcha mi, Ze toj pidel dobré; (‘he was ill' toj
bése bolen/) kazdcha mi, & toj bil bdlen. In the first case Bulgarian
agrees with English in using a sort of past tense in the reported
clause; it should be remembered that in all other Slavonic languages
the reported clause uses the same tense as the corresponding direct
speech (lit. “that he writes well, that he i ill').

194. Past Gerund and Participle. (a) Active. -(v)ii: Slov. rékii
‘having spoken’ skrivii ‘having covered’, 5. rékdvii brdvi ‘having
gathered.

These have become indeclinable, and therefore gerunds. They
probably represent the nom. sg. fem. of the original participle. ‘The
participle in - persisted until the seventeenth century with root- and
n-verbs (classes i and ii): OS. rek ‘having said’ dvig “having moved'.
This participle (save in the adj. biv§ ‘former, ex-') has disappeared
from Modern Bulgarian, in which the adjectival function had been
taken over by the l-participle in a way of which in other Slavonic
languages there are only traces (e.g. P. byly ‘former”).

[b] Passive. -t/~(e}n-. The distribution of these forms has been
discussed in section 57. In Modern Bulgarian (as in Slovak) palatali-
zation before —jen has been eliminated by analogy.

195. Verbal Noun. Slov. délanje ‘working' smdnmje ‘knowledge’
podétje “undertaking' vpitjé ‘cry’; S. bice "being’ pokoljénje ‘generation’;
B. mislene ‘meditation' vpisvane ‘inscription’ prigotovlénie *preparation’
biti¢ ‘existence’. Bulgarian forms in -ie are borrowed or imitated from
Russian, and often include the epenthetic / of that language.
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rg6. Aorist and Imperfect.

& 2 3 F1 2 3
5 aor. hi- h - - smo ate de
irnad - oh € e oEmMo  osle ofe
impf. bjé/biji-1
4= P h ic e sMmo ste hu
B. sor. pm- ch - - chme  chte cha
impf. peré/nosé_
Bcise- 7 ch e fe chme chite cha

In the Freising documents and in other forms of Old Slovene these
tenses are frequently encountered, not only in the sigmatic but also in
the asigmatic forms: OSlov. boido (for poido) ‘went’ be ‘was’, delase
(delale) ‘did’, pecachu ‘baked’, befe ‘was’ nofafe ‘bore’. There are now
traces only in outlying dialects. In this respect Slovene is markedly
contrasted with Serbocroat and Bulgarian, in which both tenses
flourish, and have acquired new forms in both and new meanings in
Bulgarian.

There has been interplay between the two sets of personal endings
in both Serbocroat and Modern Bulgarian. P3. -f/hu remain distinet
in Serbocroat, but are confused in B. -cha, whence -chme -chte also.
P2. -ste is the aorist form used for both tenses in Serbocroat, whence
-smo/OB. -chomi. The difference between the tenses is thus reduced
to the second and third persons singular, but new differences have
arisen through use of the present stem. In Old Serbian Pi. -homo
and -hmo occurred, though rarely: zapisahmo ‘wrote down' 1347,
krstifimo ‘baptized' 1399, and from this came -mo, still used in the
transitional Serbo-Bulgar dialects: dial. rékomo ‘we said’. As late as the
seventeenth century there were still found -homo/hmo -hote (Pa.
remodelled on the analogy of P1), but -smo -ste go back to the thir-
teenth century. In Middle Bulgarian -chmy is an alternative form as in
Old Bulgarian: MidB. rabotachmy ‘we worked’, and in Modern
Bulgarian -chmi is often the pronunciation given to the written -chme,
though this may be due to the fact that the -¢ is unstressed, and so
tends to become [i] (sect. 178).

Only the sigmatic aorists survive, and they do so in two forms:
without vowel (5. kléh ‘vowed' mrijeh *died’, B. dignach *'moved’) and
with vowel (S. plétoh ‘plaited’, B. plétoch). Stems ending in a labial in
Modern Bulgarian have a as vowel of support: B. grébach ‘scraped’/S.
gréboh,

The imperfect tense has developed divergently in the two languages.
There was a tendency to associate the imperfect with the present stem
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in Serbocroat, which has been fully carried out in Bulgarian. In
Serbocroat this results in distinctions of stem like S. kdnijdh “was
cursing' mréh ‘was dying’/kléh ‘cursed’ mrijek ‘died’, or in mere
doublet imperfects: S. zdvijdh/zvdh ‘called’ kiljdh klih ‘stabbed’. At
other times the presence of the aorist stem in the imperfect is evident:
impf. brdh aor. brdh/pres. bérém “gather’. In this matter the perfective
or imperfective nature of the verb is influential. 5. -dh represents
CS5LOB. -aachi: S. pitdh ‘asked’ hvdljdh ‘praised’ péddh (i 1) "baked’;
this ending was then generalized to other types of conjugation: 5.
grébdh ‘scratched’ mrdh ‘died’. In 5. viddh “saw’/OB. vidéachi the
theoretical source would be *wvidjaachd. 5. -ijdhk is concurrent with
them: 5. plétijidh ‘plaited’. In the sixteenth century they were written
=éch/tech, depending on OB. -échi, not on -dachi, and they owe the
semivowel j to words which ended in it: OS. umejah MS. imijdh
(uméj-ackit). The ending -jéh has the same origin, and is restricted to
verbs of class ii 2: témjdh ‘sank’. 5. bjéh (originally an aorist) was the
only imperfect to retain &; other forms of it are béh béjdh (e-dial.)
bijdh (fe- i-dial.).

In Bulgarian the imperfect has been wholly transferred to the
present stem: B, impf. peréch *washed’ /aor. prach. The vowels are a
(OB. aa) and ¢ (OB. é, of the shortened form). The aorist is always
precise, and suited for categorical assertions. The imperfect is less
definied, and so acquires a certain distinction of mood in Modern
Bulgarian. It is suited to conditional and concessive clauses, in which
no affirmation is made: B. akd ostdnech dite mdlko u négo, ftjach da
zahkdsnéja za vldka '1f 1 stayed a little longer at his place, I should miss
my train'.

(i) NOUNS, ADJECTIVES, PRONOUNS

197. Loss of Declension in Bulgarian (cf. sect. 206). Declension has
been almost entirely eliminated from Bulgarian. The language has not,
of course, ceased to have cases, since case is the term for all methods of
determining the relation between parties to an action and the action
itself. The complex cases of Old Bulgarian have been replaced by new
analytical devices; a suitable preposition is combined with the nom.-
acc..as casus generalis, Pronouns have three cases. Nouns of family
relationships and some personal names have four cases for the
masculine, though not always for the feminine. In the colloquial there
are many traces of the ancient oblique cases of the singular, so that
certain old paradigms can be reconstructed from living dialect
material. Paradigms are sometimes so composed that the presence or
absence of the suffixed article constitutes a discrimination of case. The
uuh;e:ct 18 normally singled out in speech, and therefore normally
definite, with an article; the vocative defines itself, and needs no article;
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the accusative and oblique cases are less likely to be defined, The
article, in fact, like the ancient Greek article, is somewhat more of 2
demonstrative than in English; but a paradigm cannot be based upon
its presence or absence as a criterion.

Names of male persons (though to a decreasing extent) and other
masculine nouns when used in the sense of definition have an oblique
case (the old gen.-acc. sg.) in -a/ja: B. Stojdn GD. na Stojdn(a) A.
Stojdn(a); zakdn ‘law’ (na) zakéna ‘(of, to) the law’. Similarly: uditel
-Jja ‘the teacher’ gerdj -a ‘the hero’. The old dative is to a limited
extent available for persons: DS. Stojdnu or na Stojdén(a), na uditelia/
uéitelju “to the teacher’ (zakonu is obsolete). The vocative is in -¢/ju:
sakdne/ucitelju gerdju. In the plural there is but one case: zakdni
uciteli gerdi; with other flexions we have vdlové ‘oxen’ mécové ‘swords’
koné ‘horses’ kralé ‘kings' caré ‘tsars’. Feminine nouns vary less:
NGAS. fend V. 2éno P. Zeni; but the dat. sg. appears in mdjce /mdjei
‘to mother’. B. kifita ‘house’ has loc. sg. kdfti. Neuters distinguish
singular from plural: S. perd ‘pen’ P. perd, S. cveté P. cvetjd. They
tend to normalize the accent,

The two Slavonic palatalizations affect Bulgarian nouns: VSM.
Bdfe ‘O God' dovéte 'O man', NPM. sdprizi (sdprig 'husband')
dovéei stomdci (stomdch ‘stomach’).

Some nouns have two plurals with different meanings; e.g. st “leaf,
sheet of paper’ pl. kistd ‘leaves’ listove ‘sheets of paper’ (and also neut.
collective liste ‘leaves, foliage’). For an apparent ph -a which is really
an old dual see the next paragraph.

The first move towards simplifying the declension in Bulgarian, as
in other languages, was to eliminate the dual. It remains, however, in
the form of the usual anomalies: paired parts of the body (rdecé
‘hands’ /rdki in some dialects, nozé ‘feet’, kolené “elbows’ krilé ‘wings'
ramené “shoulders’ oéi ‘eyes’ uli ‘ears’), the dual numerals and the
flexion -a after numerals in the case of masculine nouns. It should be
noted that this -a does not shift the stress: dva grdda ‘two towns'/
gradd (oblique case). Next came the elimination of oblique cases of the
Plural, leaving only the nomi.-acc. The locative had lost its reason for
existence, since it was always accompanied by a preposition, which
performed all necessary semantic services. The instrumental in -
remains in adverbial uses: B. govdri riiski ‘he speaks Russian’, staréfki
‘in a senile fashion’, nadpaki ‘contrariwise’, In the Rhodope mountains
and some south-eastern dialects the dative lingers: dial. drufinam ‘to
companies’ fénamtém ‘to the women’. The genitive plural lost all dis-
tinctiveness with the loss of final jers, The partitive genitive is found
dialectically after numbers: dial. dévet godin ‘nine years', za mndgo
godin ‘after many years’, and occurs in the literary pétstotin ‘500",
The accusative fell into the nom. pl. from which it differed only in
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o-stems, and as the vocative already coincided with the nominative,
only the nom. pl. remained to this number.

The oblique cases of the singular have proved more resistant,
though the locative soon disappeared. A tendency to construe the
instrumental always with s made this flexion also otiose. It survives in
the set phrase: (idf) s Bdgom /zbdgom ‘adieu’, and in adverbial expres-
sions: B. dénem 'by day' mdftem ‘by night' silom ‘by force’, of
which the last two are examples of analogical formations, since the
nouns concerned are feminine. In folk-poetry the instr. sg. is in
much use as an internal object: tékom tedé, vikom vika 'flows a
flowing, cries a cry’. The dative is in occasional use with names of
male persons, less often of females, as above noted, but the usual
construction is ma+nom. or gen. The genitive is well preserved in the
masculine, though it has lost its possessive function to the possessive
adjectives. As gen.-acc. it has widened its use in the case of male
persons. The accusative and nominative tended to fall together in
Old Bulgarian (uv- and masc. m-stems). B. kdmik kdmdk ‘stone’
retains a trace of OB. kamy, followed by a diminutive ending. Old r-
uv-stems have become feminine a-types (B. ddfterjd ‘ daughter’, dim.
ftérka, ciirkva ‘church’), and masc. n-stems have become o-types. The
dialects still sometimes distinguish nom./acc. in the a-declension:
dial. N. sestrd A. sestrdl “sister’, N. rekd A. rekii “hand’), but this is not
general.

198. Gender and Declension in Slovene and Serbocroat. The main line
of demarcation lies, not between the languages as such, but between
Slovene with Kaj- and Ca- dialects of Serbocroat, and the Sto-dialect.
It is due to the complete reconstruction of the plural in Sto. The old
plural is intact in Ca and Kaj, and in Slovene the dual also is found.

As in other modern Slavonic tongues, gender has been largely
identified with declensional forms. Masculine i-stems have passed
into the o-declension, as from the fourteenth century, but LS, putem
‘by the road’ gastem ‘by the guest’ remain, and DP. ljudem “to people’
was in use in the sixteenth century. OS.1P. gostmi was a form of the
i-declension, but DP. gost-em L. -eh were due to the influence of
jo-nouns, since CSL. { in strong position > 8. a. Slov. NPM. puti posti
were used in the thirteenth century, by confusion of nom. acc. pl., and
Slov. ljudjé, MP. trijé ftirje/FP. tri ftiri ‘3 4’ still show the ancient
form of the masc. pl. Slov. dén ‘day’ has gone over to the o-declension,
but shows a considerable diversity of stems: dn- dnev- dnov-, giving
alternative forms for most cases.

Masculine n-stems have also passed into the o-declension. OS. NS,
kami ‘stone’ plami ‘flame’ prami “tuft’ persisted as late as the sixteenth
century, and by loss of the final vowel have given Modern South
Serbian dial. kdm pldm krém “fint’/S. kdmén plamén krimén.
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Feminine r-stems are represented only by Slov. mdti/mater-
‘mother’ héi/héer- "daughter’, S. mdti kéi. They have suffered assimila-
tion to i-stems and later to a-stems, though still forming a class apart.
OS. ljubi ‘wife’ was indeclinable (16-17th centuries). Fem. uv-stems
have gone to the a-declension in Serbocroat, but show doublets in
Slovene: cérkev/cérkva “church’.

Neuter s-stems have become o-stems. S. nébo ‘sky’ has pl. mebésa,
and in Slovene -es- is also found in singulars of the series: Slov. perésa
‘of a feather’ oéésa “of an eye’ pl. perésa ofésa. The ancient dual Slov.
oct 5. 8¢i ‘eyes’ has been assimilated to feminine i-stems, while S. sg.
diko pl. 8ka are now o-stems. Neuter n- and mi-stems are declined as
d-neuters except for the difference of stem between nom. ace. sg. and
the oblique cases of the singular and all the plural. In Slovene the
nt-declension has affected also some masculines that happened to end
in -¢: Slov. dfe "father’ GS. odéta.

Masculine u/o-stems have fused. In Slovene GP. -ov is from the
u-stems. In Serbocroat -ov/ev- forms plural stems for masculine
monosyllables: 5. gradowi “cities’ mddevi ‘swords'. The oldest Serbian
had vukove ‘wolves’ mufeve ‘men’ : : sinove ‘sons’, and -ovi replaced
-ove gradually during the fourteenth to sixteenth centuries.

199. Number. The dual persists almost unimpaired in Slovene. The
gen.-loc. remains in ndju "of us two' vdju ‘of you two', but is replaced
by the plural forms in the declension of nouns. The latter therefore
show only the nom.-acc. and dat.-instr.: NDM. -a NF. -i, DIDMNF.
-ma, preceded by ¢ ¢ 0 a or a consonant: mislima ‘with two thoughts’
nitma ‘by two threads' kostéma ‘with two bones' klopéma ‘by two
benches' kifama ‘by two houses’ hriboma ‘by two hills’.

In Sto-Serbocroat there are only relics of the dual apart from its use
{(an apparent gen. sg.) after numbers 24 and the fact that -ma has
been substituted for the proper endings of the dat. instr. loc. pl. of all
nouns and (to some extent) adjectives. The dual is used for paired
objects: 64 % (GL. -i/ijd, DI. -ima), but 6ka iiha in transferred senses
(‘eye of a bridge/needle’, etc.). Gen. dual=gen. pl. ndgii ‘of feet’ riki
‘of hands' prsiji ‘of breasts’; pléde ‘shoulder-blade’ has a double
declension: NA. pléti/pléta G. pléci/plééi. Since the fourteenth
century 8¢ @5 have been considered feminine plurals; GLD. -u was in
use 35 a locative as late as the seventeenth century.

200. Hardening of Declensions in Slovene and Serbocroat. Only
traces of the former distinction between hard and soft forms of the
same declension survive in either language. They lie chiefly in the
opposition o/e in the instr. sg. of masc. neut. o-stems and the nom.
acc. sg. of neuters. 1S. -em appears in Slovene after ¢ £ £ fjmj rj, in
Serbocroat after §t £d -telj £ ¢. Slovene r shows its original softness
when a vowel follows (Slov. pastiria ‘of a shepherd’ pastinju “to
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a shepherd’ /pastir), but in Serbocroat there are alternative
forms: VSM. -e/u ISMN. -om/em (but always e.g. cdrem ‘by the
tsar’). The fusion of hard and soft a-stems was gradual, The gen. sg.
S. - dates from the beginning of the Serbian records, and y/i are
found only in documents affected by Church Slavonic. Dat. sg. 8. ¢
was predominant in the south and west as early as the fourteenth
century, concurrently with -¢ -¢ (£ené ‘to the woman' slugbe ‘to service');
in the sixteenth century § was universal in those parts, and has since
spread over all the area. Voc. sg. S. -0 (used for soft equivalents)
dates from the fifteenth century, though words in -ica remain ex-
ceptional (V. -zce). Acc. pl. S. -e dates from the earliest time; -y /i occur
only under the influence of Church Slavonic. Ragusan writers some-
times preferred the original hard form. Feminine instr. sg. OS, -ovi
(13th cent.) represented the sound -Gu, with the vowel lengthened by
the u (<-jo). There was a soft vuriant OS. -evi (voljevi) which died out.
Instr, -6u then fused with instr. sg. masc. -om to give -ém [Ca -i(n)].

201. Paradigms of Nouns.

I-stems
SNA GDL | Y PN A G 0 R | L DNA DI
Slov. nit-(F) - i1 Zio i i i im mi ih ma
ljud- (M) (phitem) je i i em mi eh
3 A ¥ 1——-._&
5.  stvar- - i ifju i i i i ima
Consonant-stems
SN°A G L D I ¥ PN. A G D I L DNA DI
Slov. miti - 3
mater- - & i i jo e € - am amiah i ama
okd =
odes- 2 U u om a i -  om i ith i ama
ob- i i i em mi eh
imé/déte - -
imen-/detet- | a4 u u om a a = om i ih
8  ké/min - R
kder- = i i ifju i i ima
mater- = = & i f om [ e A ama
pléme/tdne - -
plemen-/
tanet- a4 u u om a s A ima
UV-stems
Slov. cérkev - = y
cérkv- o ¢ i i iofo € & - @mm ami shi ama
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A-stems
SN A G DL 1 ¥ PNA G D I L DNA DI
Slov, hii- [ o e i o [ - em =ami ah i ama
5. Ca_ krilv- L i in o e - f@n ami sh
fen- [ ] I 3 a o i - #n 4dmi dh
d e
Sto. Zen- a u 4 i ém o e [ arma
U/O-stems

SN A G DL I YPNA G D I L DNA DI

auum{l:f“}miih{:}m

Slov. hrib- (M)
jerer- (V)

8. Ca_tis- (M)
lée- (V)

Sto.jelen- (M) - G
sel- | o ©
orat- ( - G -
e

polj- (N)

-]
=]

nuibnc*‘.r'.

om e i
- {ﬂm u 1'

em e a

In view of the difficulty caused by the shifting and changing
accentuation, intonation marks have been given in only a few instances.
In Sto-endings the circumflex denotes length.

202. Singular Cases. (a) Dative-locative. These cases were identical
for feminine ¢- a- stems in Common Slavonic. As we have noted
(section 200), their hard and soft forms were fused in Slovene and
Serbocroat. They remain different in u/o-stems in Ca: dat. -u/loc. -i,
but are fused in Slovene and Sto (apart from intonation): Slov.
DLSM. hribu, Sto. DSM. grddu LSM. grddu (hrib *hillock’ grdd
‘town’), DLSM. gradiéu. The two cases were kept apart in the fifteenth
century in Serbia, and by Ragusan poets in the sixteenth century. The
latter use locative endings only for a few words, such as svijet ‘world’
sdn ‘dream’. When found in seventeenth-century poets, the old
endings must have been purely imitative.

(b) Instrumental. For the fusion of the mase. and fem. forms see
section 200,

In Serbocroat, as in Czech, the genitive does not normally occur
after negative verbs. In Slovene on the other hand, as in Polish, it is
always used in negative clauses,

203. Plural Cases. (a) Genitive. A characteristic of Sto is the
addition of 4 to all genitive plurals except those of feminine i-stems.
Feminine r-stems vacillate: kééri/mdtérd. Because of the loss of jers the
genitive plural had zero-ending until the sixteenth century: OS. fen duf
lét polj imen mebes, sinov/kdsti. This is still their state in the Ca-dialects.
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From the fourteenth century there appear endings spelt with doubled
jers (bb), which were doubtless pronounced as jer in strong position,
viz. a. The a begins to be written in the fifteenth century: zeméljd
‘of lands’ s#nd "of grains’. The problem is to account for what would
be a normal development of stressed jer in conditions for which
stress was certainly not normal. A long vowel appeared in the
i-declension (GP. -i), which may have offered a starting point for
-d in the a-declension, and then in others also; but the evidence
is insufficient to clear up the point. The creation of this form on
a suffixless gen. pl. is shown by the presence of the fill-vowel:
sestdrd “of sisters’, cf. R. sestér/OB. sestrii. In some Montenegrin
dialects the adjectival -k is added to -d -f, sporadic examples
appearing in the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries: rabotah (15th
cent.), stvarih (16th cent.).

(&) Dative, instrumental, locative. These cases remain distinct in
Slovene.

In Ca-Serbocroat only the endings of the a- and o- stems remain,
since the i-stems take the flexions of the a-stems in these cases: Ca. -dn
Zdmi -dh/dn -i -ih. Ca. -ih <-ich, the soft equivalent of -échd. In some
Bosnian Sto-dialects the hard ending -dcha > -ijek > -gje: dial. kolije ‘in
rings’, and this has been extended to soft stems: dial. ma késije “on
horses’. In all the Yugoslay area the locative remained intact until
about 1600, when it began to conform to the already fused dative and
instrumental.

The stages of development in Sto were the following: In the fif-
teenth century the dative and instrumental plural were already used
interchangeably, and the plural might be found after dod dba, where
the dual was required: OS. dujema gospodarom “to two masters’,
objema rukami ‘with both hands’. So, in the sixteenth century, dual and
plural were fused. Instr. pl. masc. neut. -f took the -m of the dative,
resulting in IPMN. -im, which formed a parallel to -am (dat. used as
instr.), and so aided the confusion of cases. The last step was the
adoption of the final vowel of the dual, giving -ima. The dual ending
-oma did not pass directly into the plural, but by a process of coales-
cence with 1P. -i+DP. -m, as above described. The whole develop-
ment was not complete until well into the seventeenth century, when

1P, -i was still found with o-stems. There was some confusion with
i-stems, giving forms like gradoomi "with towns’, while -ims appeared
within a narrow range in the seventeenth century. Examples of instr.
for dat. in the sixteenth century are: & vrati “to the doors’, k Fenami ‘to
women'. Some writers of the sixteenth century, and even later, prefer
-ma to -ima.: jﬂ‘;ﬂﬂ “with ngl‘ koiima ‘with horses' &rggggm “with
banks’. The present result is DILP. -ama for a-stems/-ima for o- and
i- stems; it should be noted that this -ima causes second palatalization
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like nom. pl. -i: 5. mdmak ‘lad’ nom. pl. mémei dat. loc. instr. pl.
mdmcima.

‘204. Numerals. 1. Slov. éden (én) én-o0 -a; S. jédan jédn-o -a; B. edin
edn-6 -d. 1st. Slov. prui, S. pivi, B. pdrv/def. plirvijat.

2—4. B. dva/NF. dve, tri, &étiri. Dva takes the masc. dual article:
dudta. Otherwise the article is -te(ch): trité gospofi ‘the three ladies’
cetiridesetjdch seld 'the forty villages’. The old masc. dual -a of the
noun (which, unlike gen. -a, nevér attracts the stress) is used with all
numbers, except those in -ma (originating in the DILD) which
refer to men: B. trima lekdri*three doctors', festima uditeli “six teachers’,

N A G L D I

Slov.dv- MA/NF& a4¢ ¢éh ¢h eéma éma (obd)

- M.ijg/NF.I i &h ¢h ém  émi

ftfr- M.je/NF.i i lh ih im imi
o Sl . -
8. dv- MNA/Fie dTe dju'du dma/éma (dba, Gkadvi)

tr- i i fju ima

dbtir=- i i iju ima

The tendency in Modern Serbocroat is not to decline these
numerals. From 5 upwards they are never declined. The mase. dual -a
is employed in Serbocroat after 2-4, and is construed as a gen. sg.; in
the sixteenth century this usage was extended to the neuters also: S,
dvd plémena “two tribes' /pl. pleména. 2nd-4th. Slov. drigr trétyi etvti,
8. driigi trééi &torti, B. def. vtdrijat trétijat fetvirtijat. Distributive:
Slov. duvdj obdj trdj fetvér (all other numbers taking the suffix -er),
declined as adjectives; 5. dvdje 8boje triije éEtvore are declined as
adjectives but restricted to the neuter; forms duvdyica, etc., occur with
the gen. pl. of nouns referring to male persons.

5—10: Slov. pét Fést sédem dsem devét desét; S. pét $ést sedam Gsam
dévét désée; B. pet fest sédem dsem dévet déset (all ending originally in
soft jer). sth-1oth: Slov. péti demi, ete., 5. péti, B. def. pétijat.

11-1g: Slov. endjst dvandjst, etc.; S. jeddnaest iésnaest; B. edinddeset /
edindjset fetirindfset.

zo0-go: Slov, dovdjset/dvdjsti, éden in dodjset, trideset, ftirideset,
Pétdeset, féstdeset, etc.; 5. dvddeset, dvddeset § jédan, fetrdéset pedéset
Séset /Fezdéset, sedamdéset, etc.: B. duvddeset/dvdjse(t) trideset/trijse(t),
Eetirideset [Zetirise, petdesét, Sestdesét/Sejsé(t), sedemdesét, etc.

100-1,000,000: Slov. sté, std in éden, dvé st6, tisdé, milijon; S. sté/
stitina, sté jédan, dvjésta/dvije stitime, pét stitind, (tisiéa)/hiljada/
hiljadu, dvije hiljade, pét Mljadd, milién, dvd miliona; B. sto, sto § ednd,
duvéste trista éétiristdtin, chilidda, dve chiljadi, milidn, dva milidna, OS.
duijesti “200" had the dual ending until the seventeenth century and is
still in use in Ragusa (Dubrovnik). 5. hiljada is from the Gk. youéba.
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205. Adjectives.

S 8 DL b RN T & G D S D
Slov. lép- M.i’'Noifo ega emu em im M.i/Nae'a Ma/Ni
Fa o e i o e © i
8. #it- M.i/N.O NG/b og(l) omie) omie) im M.i/NA&A
- }iHG] im(a)(DIL)
Fa i 8 B om & ]
olev- M.-/Nao-/o a u u im M.i/Nae'n
—— }ﬂﬂﬂ}lm (DIL)
Fa u é oj dm e [

Gen. sg. -ga (for -go) in both languages is due to the analogy of gen.
sg. -a of the o-stems.

There is a full paradigm of the indefinite declension in Serbocroat:
S. név -0 -a, ‘new’, tidd -e -a ‘strange’, alongside the definite declen-
sions: mdo-f -4 -d, vrié-i -¢ -4 ‘warm’. The indefinite declension
follows that of the noun except in the instr. sg. and gen. dat. instr. loc.
pl. The gen. dat. loc. sg. of the definite declension may be used for the
indefinite also. The loc. pl. has been separated from the genitive and
associated with the dative and instrumental, under the influence of the
dual forms in -fma. In the masc. neut. the forms 1S. -im, GP. -ik
DLIP. -im are derived by contraction from the Common Slavonic
forms, but there also exist the flexions -fiem -fek -jjem, remodelled
upon the demonstrative tijem <témi. The final vowels of the genitive
and dative are sometimes dropped, which causes the dative to coincide
with the locative. The dative is in -omu as well as -ome. DLIP. -ima is
found most often when the adjective stands alone without noun.

In Bulgarian the indefinite and definite adjectives are distinet in the
masc. nov/ndvi, but not in the neut. fem. ndv-o -a. In dialects and folk-
songs GSMN. -ago/ogo/ego and DSMN. -omu are in frequent use;
and there are also forms based on the nom. sg., G. -igo D, -imu.

The possessive adjectives have the mixed declension of indefinites.
They are of the usual types: S. ivanov bratévljev ‘brother's’ ddev
‘father's’ séstrin “sister’s’; and they have been extended to the pro-
nouns also: 5. mjégor "his’, B. népov.

Adjectives drawn from the names of animals (and some other nouns
also) have a special suffix: S. lisigji rép “fox 1ail', igji glds ‘bird’s voice’,
Juéérainji hljéb “yesterday's bread’.

Comparatives: Slov. dradji ‘dearer’ lépsi ‘fairer’ &istéjsi ‘cleaner”; 5.
crnji “blacker’ sldvniji ‘more famous’ [j#psi ‘more beautiful’; B, po-silen
‘stronger’. Superlative prefix: Slov. adj- S. ndj-, B. naj-. Correlative
‘than’: Slov. kd kot kakor négo (after negatives), S. négo od, B. ot.
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206, The Demonstrative Declension.

SN A G D L I PN A GL D I DNMA G DI

Slov.t- MA/NANG/béga &mu ém ém i &/8 a8
—— }éh £m &ML } £éma
Fi & ¢ R T
k- dd ogi ogi omd dm ém
k- & ij
&- tsa  #mu ém  im
nj- MN. @éga é&ga 2mu ém im
(gd/nj gu  mu) } ih/je ih im imi u ima
F. é é i% 6
§. ov- M.Aj/N.6 NG/b og(i) ome om{e)im 14 &4 ’ ‘——«m—]'
¥ i i o
F.a i & & dm & & }‘m‘r P
k- & bga  bga bme bdmie) imle)
it a/i a/d
¢ éga ému #m  imfe)
nj- MN. NG. &ga é&mu ému imle)

(ga mu) ih  ih(G) * Tma(DLI)
F. g P ém(e)|  (ih) (im)}(D)
(ju/je je  joi)

NSM. 5. tdj éndj ‘that’ dvdj ‘this' OS5, saj ‘this' are due to the
analogy of the definite adjectives, ti-ji giving tdj, since jer in strong
position becomes a, and a vowel lengthens before 7. Say t4 have been
noted from the fourteenth century (1332, 1308), but dndj dvdj only
from the fifteenth. Neuter kid- (cf. Lat. quod/quid) similarly formed
Slov. kdj ‘what’, and kaj is found in the transition Serbo-Slovene
dialects of the north (Varaidin), which are called kdjkavftina on that
account. Ca-dialects stressed the soft form of the pronoun (d-), giving
£d and the regional name ddkavitina. Stokavitina comprises the region
where ‘what’ is pronounced ##5 or fi4, derived from dito by dissimila-
tion: §t <tft. Since the thirteenth century ft4 has stood after a negative
prefix (nifta ‘nothing’), as if it were a genitive in -a. The same process
of stressing jer gives Slov. td, Ca. sa (css xpams ‘this temple’ 14th cent.).
The Ca-dialects have also an interrogative adjective (k-i -6 -d
‘which?’) and an enclitic relative: Ca. krozad zaé “why?' /5to. zdfte, and
an enclitic demonstrative: Ca. zat vinograd ‘beyond that vineyard'.
O8S. tho ‘who?' is the result of metathesis, and is recorded in the
thirteenth century, followed by &8 from the fifteenth; Croat still uses
thE.

Gen, sg. dso is represented by Slov, &ésa, with -a on the analogy of
GSMN. -a in the o-declension; the same analogy has produced 5.
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t8gd kdga svéga. Hard and soft forms have interchanged in S. joj njdj
(OB. jeji) and Slov. téga tému Ragusan tega ovega. Where ¢ was
involved this gave the usual alternatlves fje/i, but i spread to the
e-dialects at an early date, so that the expected third alternative is-
missing. The cases involved are instr. sg. mase. neut. and gen. dat. loc.
instr. pl.: e.g. ISMN. tijem/tim kijem /kim.

Particles added to relatives and demonstratives in Old Serbian were
-r(e) <{-Ze, -z1, and -a - to the instr. sg.: OS. mitkore ‘no one', tima (14—
15th cent.), sa svima /sdsvim ‘quite’, ovzi (13th cent.), tizi/tizijeh (16th
cent.): Slov. kdor “who' (rel.); for kdd ‘who’ cf. Cz. kdo.

The corresponding demonstratives and relatives in Bulgarian are
tdzi/tdja ‘this’ dnzi/dnja ‘that’, kdj F. kojd “who? koé ‘what?’ pl. koi,
kdjto ‘who, which' (rel.), tdj (<{tdji) F. tja (apparently ta affected by ja)
N. to pl. te ‘he, she, it". They are formed by means of suffixes, like the
parallel forms in Slovene and Old Serbian. They have commonly four
cases: nom. acc. gen. dat., though the ace. has often the form of the
gen.: NM. toj A. négo/go G. na négo D. nému/mu, NN. to, NF. tja A.
néja/ja G. na néja D. nei/i (usually spelt i to distinguish it from
the conjunction), NP. te A. tech (fjach)/gi G. ma tech D.
tem/im. The possessive form of this pronoun is formed from the
genitive: MNS. négov F. méjn P. téchen 'his, her, their’. Of the
demonstrative there exist GSMN. togdva togdzi, na tézi, DSMN.
tomiiva, na téxm, etc. The attribution of grammatical gender to the
relative pronoun is a notable innovation (ASM. kogs N. koé F. kojd,
DSM. komii N. na hoé F. na kojd), the genitive case being provided by
the possessive SM. & N. &id F. &jd P. &i. There is also fo “what?'

207. The Article in Bulgarian. Though the postpositive article is
highly characteristic of Bulgarian, it is not unique in the Slavonic
world. It is due to two tendencies of the Common Slavonic language:
to subjoin demonstrative enclitics to words by way of emphasis, and to
denude them gradually of demonstrative meaning. More than one
particle was available for the purpose (OB. si ti oni vil), and these
variants are still alive in the archaic dialects of the Bulgarian south-east
and west: dial. godina-ta/va/na ‘the year’. In these dialects there
remain also several cases of the article GSMN. toga/togo DSMN.
tomu 1SMN. tum DSF. tuhi (for toi) GP. téich DP. tém. To use -to
with the plural in a collective sense is a characteristic of the colloquial
idiom. The literary language has SM. (d/ja)t N.-to F. -ta PMF, -te
(V. -te with adjectives, -ta with nouns), the article standing with noun
or adjective according to which comes first. The masc. sg. -, following
a jer, puts that jer into strong position; it therefore vocalizes as d/a:

B. zakondt “the law’, and retains its original hardness or softness: B.
gerdjat ‘the hero'. In B. éetiridesetjdch seld “the forty villages’, -tjach is
in the gen. pl. because of detirideset,
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The feminine article -fa always draws the stress from the noun:
kost /kosttd ‘the bone’ nezavisimost ‘independence’ /nezavisimostid.

The position in the modern literary language (though this rule is not
always observed in speech) is that the genitive in -a (-ja) serves for the
oblique cases of the singular of masculine nouns with the definite
article: zakdndt ‘the law’ GD. na zakdna A. zakdna. Similarly when a
preceding adjective takes the article: bdilgarskijat zakdn, na bdlgar-
skija zakdn.

zo8. Personal Pronouns.

SN A G DL 1 PN A GL D 1 DN AGLDI

Slov. jiz

mién- € € i aj

m- e e i(D) i e i{dva,/e)

n- s dm dmi dju  dma

5=/t~ i [ e (D)

stb-/tikb- e e i & —

- i Bs &m dmi  i(dva/e}dju dEma
5. ji

mén- [ e i -

mn- smie)

m- & [ (D) i N

n- is Emf(a) dma(TL)

8-/t- i 3 e (D)

sith- ‘téh- [ e i

sbb-/tbh- &m ey

Ve i s dmia) Ama(lL)

[ ¥4

B. meén- ef- =& e

m- € [ i

n- fe 1/as as am/i

8= t= i [ i

séb- ‘téh- e e e

fe di'ss as am/fi

Slov. jdz occurs also in Ca-dialects at some points on the Istrian
mainland; B. az is also found in the Island of Silba; otherwise S. jd.
DLS. B. -¢ is historically correct; Slov. S. - is by analogy of a-
declension nouns (S. DLS. ##ni). The original flexion survived to the
sixteenth century as mne, alternating with mni/mani (OB. min#). The
stern of the genitive has spread to this case, and where -¢ survives in
Montenegro it is assimilated to the genitive: GDLS. méne tébe sébe.
The instrumental has been lost in Bulgarian. In Slovene it takes the
genitive stem (men- teb- seb-) but with final accentuation and loss of
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the final vowel: Slov. mendj/OB. miinojo, tebdj sebdj. The original stem
survives in Serbocroat, where the ending has developed: -0j0 >-oju >
~Gu >-6m, with m from instr. sg. masc. as in the case of the instr. of the
a-declension (section 200). The enclitic forms are used as possessives
in Bulgarian: mdjka mi ‘my mother’ (35. sestrd 1 "her sister’ brat mu
‘his brother’ 3P. kditata im ‘their house’). CSLOB. my gy survive in
Slov. 5. mf vf, and have driven from the dual CSLOB. vé va in favour
of mi-/vi- dva/dve. In Bulgarian the nominative of the first person
plural has been reformed upon the accusative: mie. For form cf. vie
‘you’. In the other languages the gen.-loc. mas vas has ousted the
original accusative. DP. B. nam vam enclitic ni vi correspond to OB.
namil vamil ny vy; Slovene retains ndm vdm, and Serbocroat had nam
vam ni vi in general use until the seventeenth century. They are still
found in dialects of Montenegro and Hercegovina, and in the literary
speech S. mam vam serve as enclitics, while the full forms are taken
from the old dual. In the sixteenth century the dative and instru-
mental were confused, and the dual forms introduced into the plural,
The original genitive dual remains in Slovene.

(i) INDECLINABLES

209. Adverbs (see section 73). As exemplified by the Serbocroat
forms, these words reproduce with minor variations the Slavonic
pattern. Adverbs derived from adjectives usually have the form of the
indefinite neuter, save that the two sometimes differ in accent, e.g.
Bjepo “beautifully’ /lijépo; those from adjectives in -skf take -shi. Kdko
*how’ také 'so’ mikdko ‘in no way' nékdko ‘somehow’, etc. Jako is used
for ‘how’ and (with different accent) jidko for ‘strongly, very’; cf.
Roumanian tare ‘strong’ from Lat. talis. For baf “just’ ef. OB. forms in
biich-. Kada ‘when’ is based on *kiida, cf. tddd ‘then’ sdda ‘now’; for
‘always' there is svdgda (and divjek <vijek ‘age’). Other adverbs of time
are zimiis ‘this winter' 2imi (an old locative) ‘in winter’ li#tés “this
summer’ danas "today’ vedéras ‘this evening' siitra ‘tomorrow’ (ditro/
Jiitro ‘morning’) jéitrds ‘this morning’ jiiéé ‘yesterday’ [from vide(ra)]
sindé ‘tonight' ndéas ‘last night' onémad ‘the other day’ (<onomi dine,
cf. R. namédni); of place gdé *where' (from kidé; B, kddé is from
kodé) hiid/kidd *whither' (<kod-) svidé ‘everywhere’ tamo ‘there’
Oddklé “whence' (cf. OB. otd kol-); of degree kdliko ‘how much’
toliké “so much’. The Sl jeiée ‘yet’ (R. €§C€) appears as jokte), by
contamination with a variant ®*oi%: of. B. éfte. The Slovene word for
‘when’ is also based on *kiida: kidar (r <), cf. =ddj ‘now’ (sd-da-i), but
Bulgarian has kogd from kogda with loss'of d. Slovene ampak ‘how-
ever' comes from a-nid-pak-; for Slovene sicér ‘indeed’ (r <¥) of. Ca.
sice. A number of Serbocroat and Bulgarian adverbs are borrowed
from Turkish, e.g. S. baddva ‘in vain’ dédbe ‘gratig’,

D

—_



SOUTH SLAVONIC 393

210. Prepositions and prefixes (see section 74). Most of these forms
compare with those of Old Bulgarian, and the prefix vy- is missing as
from that language. The Serbocroat strong jer and fill-vowel being a,
bez appears as bez /beza, ki as k/ka, etc. Before a k Slovene k is pro-
nounced and written k (cf. a similar pronunciation in Russian); for this
preposition Bulgarian has a form kdm. There is a Serbocroat preposi-
tion éres ‘through’, but it is normally replaced by kroz (cf. Cz. skrz and,
with loss of r, Slov. skoz). In Bulgarian iz frequently (and confusingly
for those familiar with other Slavonic languages) means ‘through’: iz
Balgdrija ‘through Bulgaria’. The Serbocroat prepositions com-
pounded with iz are used in the sense of, and more frequently than,
the simple prepositions from which they are formed: izmedu for medu
‘between’ (B. mefdy Slov. med), ispod for pod ‘under’, etc. The Bul-
garian s ‘with’ and v ‘in’ are usually pronounced sds and vdf; the
Slovene z (cf. Polish) and v (which in Serbocroat has given ) are not
linked as in other languages to a following word but are pronounced
2" v", Viai "up’ is used, as in Old Bulgarian, in the Serbocroat form uz
as a preposition; elsewhere it is only a prefix. In Slovene the prefix
®orz- (raz) “apart’ is also used as a preposition.

211. Conjunctions and particles (see section 75). A and & combine in
Serbocroat in the word &lf ‘but’ (/Cz.P. ale <a-I¢). Serbocroat dko
means if’, and dd is used for 'yes' and for the conjunction ‘that’; the
same word is used in Bulgarian for ‘yes’ and to introduce clauses
replacing the infinitive, but otherwise ‘that’ is &, while Slovene has
borrowed for ‘yes' the German ja. -de in its Serbocroat form -de
appears in takdde(r) ‘also’, in which the final r is from #(e), a form it
frequently takes in this language and in Slovene; cf. Jér(bo) ‘for, since’
from jed(e) bo. The Slovene in ‘and’ is from i-mi. The Serbocroat
expression for ‘because’ is zdtd fto, the Bulgarian (with change of
order) zaftdto (Slov. zakdj="‘for what'). A number of Serbocroat and
Bulgarian particles are borrowed from Turkish, eg. 5. jok ‘no’
(coll.), aférim ‘bravo’.

C. wWoRDs

212. Turkish Loanwords. Within the South Slavonic group Slovene
stands apart from Bulgarian and Serbocroat by reason of the source
of the foreign element in its vocabulary. The language developed
under the Austrian suzerainty, and the colloguial employs German
loan-words, even when the native lexicon suffices. So duplicates
arise: Slov, krojdé/#nidar ‘tailor’ lijdk/trdhtar “funnel’ mitlo /$éfa
‘soap’ (Germ. Schneider Trichter Seife). The oriental element is
unimportant.

In Serbocroat and Bulgarian the latter element considerably modifies
the appearance of the two languages. Their literary applications
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in modern times have been expressions of occidental thought, so
that the eastern contribution is the less apparent. But in colloguial
usage and in folk-songs there are signs everywhere of the long
Turkish domination. It is naturally more apparent in songs from
Muoslem districts, such as those in Hercegovina, since there some of the
most stimulating national motives were not at work. The loanwords
are specifically Osmanli, whereas those of Russian are Turko-Tatar.
The difference of dialect is not very pronounced, because of the
remarkable conservatism of the Turanian language-group. Osmanli
forms are convenient even for the study of Russian borrowings, since
they are more accessible, and satisfy the rough purposes of comparison.
5till, the difference of origin is there. In the South Slavonic languages
it is demonstrable for the words which are due to Osmanli organization
in peace and war. Such words are B. vilajét S. vildjet ‘province’ T.
vildyet, B. sandidk 5. sandfak ‘district' T. sancak "flag’, B. vesir
‘visier' T. vesir, B. pafalgh S. pafiluk ‘pashalik’ T. pagakk, B. agd
‘lord’ agaliik ‘lordship. T. afa afahk. Military terms form an impor-
tant group: B. bajrdk ‘flag’ bajraktdr ‘standard-bearer’ T. bayrak
bayraktar, B. iniderin ‘janissary’ T. yemigeri, B. deli ‘mad’ deliba¥ijd
‘hot-head’ *‘member of light troops’, S. déli délija “hero’, T. deli ‘mad’
bag ‘head’. Administrative terms include: B. chardé S. hdrdd “poll-tax’
B. charaédr ‘tax-gatherer' T. harag, B. ildm ‘written verdict’ T. dldm,
and such words as B. altéin ‘gold’ T. altm, B. bakir ‘copper’ T. bakur,
B. beflik ‘five-piastre piece’ T. beglik (beg ‘five’). There are also the
names for persons in certain social grades: B. ekimdfija ‘doctor’ T.
hekim--ci, B. kaddna "Turkish woman' T. kadmn. In addition to these
there are the names of a wide range of miscellaneous objects: B.
kalpdk "fur cap’ T. kalpak, B. kat ‘storey” T. hat, B. kebdb ‘roast meat’
T. kebap, B. gerddn ‘collar’ T gerdan, B. gajtdn ‘braid’ T. gaytan, B.
bakiif ‘gratuity’ T. bahgis. The Serbian words are very similar to the
Bulgarian, but show the typical recession of stress,

Only a small group of words may be attributed to the original
Turko-Tatar influence exerted through the Bulgar conquest of the
Danubian basin. The names of the first Bulgarian princes were of this
sort; but their conversion to Christianity was also a gain to Slavonic
prestige. The oldest Bulgarian vocabulary included B. biser ‘pearl’
belég ‘sign’ fertdg 'bridal chamber’ bifbrek ‘kidney’ san “honour’,

213. Word-formation (see section 78). The OB. suffix -iftf appears in
its Serbocroat form as -, which gives the numerous surnames
(mostly patronymics in origin) in -i¢ -ovi¢ -evié. (Bulgarian surnames
have the form of the possessive adjective in -ov -ev, and there is a
legend that Serbian graveyards have at times been converted into
Bulgarian ones by the process of deleting the -i£.) -ilivu: S, ftédliiv
‘economical’, ete. -fmini appears as -janin, as elsewhere: S, gradanin
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‘citizen’. -y, in the form -inja, is frequent in Serbocroat: Emgléz
‘Englishman’ - Engléskinja ‘Englishwoman’.

The most striking feature of Serbocroat and Bulgarian word-
formation is the extent to which Turkish suffixes have been incorp-
orated, firstly being taken over in complete Turkish words and then,
by a process of abstraction, added to native roots. Examples of the
latter process sre (-luk): bezobrizluk ‘impudence’ (besdbrazan “im-
pudent’) prsluk ‘waistcoat’ (p¥si ‘breast’, unless, as has been suggested,
the first element is the German Bristchen).

Much use is also made of the Greek verbal ending -izd in the form
S. -gsati B. -isvam, particularly in the case of verbs borrowed from
Turkish: S. kurtal-isati ‘to save' (T. infinitive kurtar-mak: S. has
dissimilated the second r). The borrowed verb frequently incorp-
orates the -d- of the Turkish perfect: B. utledisvam ‘1 iron’ (T.
infinitive ditiile-mek).

214. Bulgarian and Rumanian. The extension ot Bulgarian influence
over Rumanian represents the one great advance made by Slavonic
languages at the expense of other civilized tongues. Russian, though it
has international vogue and has assimilated Finns, Turks, Mongols
and Caucasians, has made only a limited contribution to the vocabu-
laries of occidental nations. But Old Bulgarian effected a partial
conquest of one Romance area. The Rumanians, descendants of
Trajan’s colonists in Dacia, were pastoral nomads at the beginning of
medizval history. They were known to the Slavs by the name
*Volchu (5. Vidh) which was also the name given by Poles to the
Italians (Wioch); the word appears to be the same as Volcae, cf.
Welsh. Their ancient mode of life is still that of the fragments dis-
persed in Macedonia. Over such communities the Bulgarian Slavs,
organized into a rude State in imitation of that of Constantinople, and
endowed with loftier conceptions by conversion to Christianity, had a
decided cultural advantage. They spread the new religion among the
Wallachs, who had lost contact with Roman Christianity. Three-fifths
of the Modern Rumanian vocabulary, including many important
cultural terms, is Slavonic. The forms taken by these words reveal
their immediate origin in East Bulgaria, and to a considerable extent
also their date from the Middle Bulgarian period. The Cyrillic
alphabet was in use in Rumania until the middle of the nineteenth
century, and the subsequent adoption of the Roman character has been
effective through the formation of new letters to correspond with
Bulgarian antecedents.® Thus until the spelling-reform otiose jers were
represented by d and . The dull neutral vowel resulting from stressed

*® It is interesting to note that in Soviet Moldavia the Cérillic aphabet is once
mare used for Rumanian. The same change from Latin to Cyrillic has also occur-
red in the case of the Turco-Tatar and some other languages of Soviet Asia.
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jer is rendered by 4, while 4 and #, representing a sound very like that
of Russian u, when followed by m or » frequently correspond to the
Old Bulgarian nasals. Other letters found in Rumanian include
§=8L. { j (as in French)=8SL %, t=8L. ¢, ¢ (before front vowels)=5I. ¢,
_ h=35l. ch, and the group ea has the sound of East Bulgarian £ before

hard consonants, though it results also from a normal Romance
development. CS1. *f '5 B. #t #d are represented in Rumanian by st jd.

Examples of the above-mentioned correspondences are as follows:
For B. #t #d: Rum. mogtean 'heir’ stirb ‘jagged’ prajd "stall’ oddjdii
‘vestments'/OB. moftind ftrbi grafdi odéfda. For the jers: Rum.
vdzduh “air’ vddovipd ‘widow'/OB. visduchit vidovica MB. viizduch
wvdovica, with the alternative e in Rum. ofet *vinegar’ MB. océt. Forog:
Rum. muncd “toil' simbdtd ‘Saturday’ Dimbovitd/OB. moka sobota
dobil ‘tree’ /MB. mika sdbota dial. sdmbota ddb ‘oak'; sfint pl. sfinfi
*saint’ /OB. svetii/MB. svet. It is clear that at the time of borrowing
the nasals were still distinct in timbre, and still different from the
obscure vowel 4. For &: Rum. veac "age’ deal (with a curious semantic
shift) "hill" leac ‘remedy’, vecinic [vé&nik] “eternal’ /OB. véka déli ‘part’
véfin-ikit). Furthermore Rumanian f represents the spoken Bulgarian
S which corresponds to the written chv-: Rum. fald *glory’ B. chvald.
A notable coincidence in syntax is the strong tendency to get rid of
the infinitive by means of sd with the finite verb, There isa postpositive
article in both languages, and some scholars have endeavoured to
assign to this development a common cause,

The loanwords from Bulgarian to Rumanian embrace almost all
departments of physical and material life, as well as those for religion
and higher culture. The terms for the house and household manage-
ment, for trade, clothes, ornaments, food and drink, state and church,
as well as a large number of the commonest everyday expressions, show
how profoundly Bulgarian had modified the outlook of the Dacian
Latins.

215. Bulgarian and Hungarian. Slavonic, chiefly in its Bulgarian
form, has also contributed in large measure to the vocabulary of
Hungarian; e.g. goromba ‘rough’ (OB. grobd) bardzda ‘furrow’ (OB.
brazda) beszéd ‘speech’ (OB, beséda) drdpa ‘dear’ (OB. dragil) ebéd
‘dinner’ (OB. obédii) medve ‘bear’ (OB. medvédi) gazda ‘farmer’ (OB.
gospodi "lord") Pest (OB. pelti "oven’; cf. Germ. Ofen for Buda); and
also appears to have influenced Hungarian syntax, e.g. in the use of
meg and volna.

216. Albanian. Many Albanian words are of Slavonic origin, though
here Serbocroat has frequently tended to be the vehicle of transmis-
sion. Examples are gas ‘moment’ (OB. dasid) strehé “roof’ (OB. strécha)
porosis ‘order’ (OB. poroditi) godis “hit’ (OB. goditi) breg ‘hill’ (OB.
brégil 'bank’; S. (ekav.) brég “hill’).
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217. Literary Macedonian. This language, which is now in official
use in Yugoslav Macedonia (capital Skoplje), is written in the Serbo-
croat form of the Cyrillic alphabet (e.g. ja jy for a w), and the
representatives of CSL. *f *d are transcribed & gj. CSl. # frequently
appears as o, ch is replaced by j. The grammatical system is more or less
that of Standard Bulgarian, with suffixed article, loss of cases and the
rest, the one characteristic peculiarity being the use of a pronoun-
object before together with a noun-object after the verb. (Cf. Albanian
and—further afield—Spanish).



FOR FURTHER STUDY

Apart from references in general works on linguistics and compara-
tive philology (Brugmann, de Saussure, Meillet, etc.), and in philo-
logical journals, the main sources available in non-Slavonic
of information on general and special aspects of Slavonic philology
and linguistics are the following:

Vonorix, V. Verpleichende slavische Grammatik. Gottingen, 1, 1906; 1, 1908,

MEiLLET, A. Le slave commun. Paris, 1924; second edition, revised by A. Vaillant,
1934.

Mikxors, 1. J. Urslavische Grammatik. Part 1 only; Heidelberg, tg13.

Huuwy, V. Vergleichende Grammatik der slavischen Sprachen. Hartleben, Vienna,
Leipzig. A comparative sketch with extracts in the various languages, it
is useful in some ways,

Bernexer, E. Slovisches etymologisches Warterbuch, Heidelberg, 1go8-1g14.
First volume and part 1 of second volume only. Completed to morg, it may
to some extent be supplemented by the (Russian) Etymological Dictionary of
the Russian Language of A. Precsrafixski), Moscow, 1910-1916,
Cormy s far as the word suleja and thus coveri words in v, z, and #:
and R. Travtmany's Baltisch-slavisches Wer, h, Gittingen, 1923.
F. Miklosich's Etymologisches Wirterbuch der slavischen Sprachen, Vienna,
1886, like his Vergleichende Grammatik der slavischen Sprachen, Vienna,
1868-1876, is now largely out of date.

Benvexen, E. Slovische Chrestomathie. Strassburg, 1902: passages in the older
forms of the various languages and in dialect, with wlossaries,

Brocm, O. Slavische Phonetik. Heidelberg, 1911. See also TroFiMov and Joxgs,
Boyaxus and Sweer on Russian phonetics, There are Czech, Polish, and
Serbocroat phonetic readers in the “Laondon Phonetic Readers™ series
(University of London Press).

ExsLom, Der Wechsel (j)e-o im Slavirchen, Uppsala-Leipzig, 1925.

Leskien, A. Untersuchungen Gber Ouantitdt und Betomung in den dlavischen
Sprachen, 1, 11, Leipzig, 1885, 18g3.

Linéx, Ein baltisch-slavitches Anlautgesetz. Goreborg, 18g0.

Maver, K. Slavische und indogermanische Intonation. Heidelberg.

MikxoLa, J. J. Berithrungen stwischen den tfinnischen wund slavischen Sprachen.
1, Helsingfors, 1804, g e

Torsibrnsson, Die gemeintlavische Liguidametathese, Uppsala, 1, 1901: 11, 1903,

Articles in_the Encyclopedia Britanmica and other encyclopedias, in The
Slavoriic Review, and in hilological journals and publications such as the
Archiv fir slavische Philofogie (edited for many vears by V. Jacié, later by
E. Berxixer), the Zeitshrift fiir slavische Fhiilolagie (ed. M, Vassen), the
Revue des études slaves, the Travaux du cercle limguistique de Prague,

There is a French version of the standard work {in Czech) on Slavonic pre-
history, L. NiEnERLE'S Slovansks Staroditnosts (Slav Antiguities), See also
V. Tuomsen, The Relations between Russia and Seandinavia, Oxford, 1877,
and among more recent works on Russian history, e.g., G. VErnapsky's
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Amnciemt Russia (Yale University Press) and B. H. Sumwer's af
Russian History, London, 1944. Sir B. Pares' History of Russia includes a
useful bibliography. ;
On the individual Slavonic languages:
Jacie, V. Entstehungsgeschichie der kirchenslavischen Sprache, Berlin, 1913.
Jaceé, V. (ed.) Quattuor cvangeliorum codex glagoliticus olim Zographensis. Berlin,

18709,
Jaard, V. (ed.) E?udttuw evangeliorum versionis paleoslovenicer codex Mariamus,
Berlin-5t. Petersburg, 1883, et

Leskien, A. Grammatik der altbulgarischen (althirchenslavischen) Sprache, 3rd ed,
Heidelberg, 1919. LEskiex's Handbuch der altbulgarischen (altkirchen-
:Imm'sckn} Sprache, 6th ed. Heidelberg, 1932, includes rexts and a vocabu-

Marauriis, A. Der althirchenslavische Codex Suprasliensis. Heidelberg, 1927.

Menver, A. Etudes sur I"étymologie et le vocabulaire du vienx slave. Paris, 1902-5.

MeLer, A. Recherches sur I'emploi du génitif-accusatif en views slave. Paris, 18g7.

MikvrosicH, F. Lexicon paleoslovemico-greeco-latinum. Vienna, 1862-5.

Vonprix, A. Altkirchenslavische Grammatik. and ed. Berlin, 1912,

VoworiAx, A. Kirchenslavische Chrestomathie. Gottingen, 1910.

vax Wik, N. Geschichte der althirchemslavischen Sprachke. 1, Berlin, 1931.

Murapenov, S, Geschichte der bulgarischen Sprache. Berlin-Leipzig, 1929.

Mever, K. H. Der Untergang der Dehlination im Neubulgarischen, Heidelberg,
1920,

Jakomson, R. Remarques sur I'évolution phonologique du russe comparée d celle des
autres fangues slaves, Paris, 1927.

Macuus, L. The Tale of the Armament of Igor (text and translation with introdue-
tion and notes, Oxford University Press, 19135).

ManrteL, Michel Lomonosov et la langue littéraire russe. 1933.

Mazox, A., Emplois des aspects du verbe rusze. Paris, 1914.

Meven, K. H. Historische Grammatik der russischert Sprache. 1, Bonn, 1933.

Unnecaun, B. La langue russe au XVI® ndcle. Paris, 1935.

Vinokvn, G. La langue russe. Pans, 1047.

Kamskty, E. F. Geschichte der weirsrussischen Volksdichtung wund Literatur,
Grundriss der slav. Phil. u. Kulturgeschichte. Berlin-Leipzig, 1926.

Lesxien, A. Serbokroatische Grammatik. 1, Heidelberg, 1914.

Mucke, E. Historische und vergleichende Laut- und Formenlehre der nisdersor-
bischen (niederlausitzisch-wendischen) Sprache. Leipzig, 1892,

Lonextz, F. Geschichte der pomoranischen (kaschubischen) Sprache, Slavischer
Grundriss, Berlin-Leipzig, 1025. See also The Cassubian Crrvilization (F.
Lorentz, A. Fischer and T. Lehr-Splawinski), London, Faber and Faber,
1935

Rost. Die Sprachreste der Dravino-Polaben im Hanndverschen, Leipzig, 1907,

ScuLeicHer, A. Grammatik der polabischen Sprache, 1871.

The descriptive E'nmmn in French by A. Mazon, Hexpri GrarriN's Gram-
maire de lo fangue polonaise, Paris, 1042, and the Grammaire de la langue
marr by BeEavrieux and Mrapewov are recommended. G. ScHWELA'S

buch der medertoendizchen Sprache, Heidelberg, 1906, gives the modern

spelling.
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Those who can read Slavonic languages will wish to consult the writings (either
in separate works or in the encyclopedias—e.g., the Russian Emﬁu
:fn'ufg:lﬂ Filolagii, the Polish Encyklopedia Polsha—and journals—e.g.,
the Slavia, the Polish Rocznik Slamirtycsmy—published in these
languages) of AwrEmov and Gruzinski), Brawor, Bunpe, Busiaev,
Durrovo, Forrumatov, Gavacuov, Gorovacki], Gror, GRUNSKI],
Gupziy, [L'mvsgyy, Istain, JaciE ( =Jacid), Kgmmugﬁl{nmu. KoLosov,
Kozrovskl, Krymsky, Kuu'eakmw, Ljarumov, o , Pocopm,
Por¥ezinskl) (=Porzezinskl), PoresNja, PreoBraZenski), 1, SELI-
ECEv, SoBOLEVSKIJ, SOKOLOV, SPERANSKI], SREZINEVEKI], SACHMATOV,
LUSakov, VasiL'ev, Vinocrapov, ViNOKUR, VOSKRESENSKI], VOSTOKOV and
ZeLinm in Russian; of .

Buzuk, Haxcov, SmaL-Stocky] (suthor of the descriptive Ruthemische Gram-
matik) and ZiLys$y] in Ruthenian; of

Buzuk in White Russian; of

Bavnoury pe Courtexay, Bewwni, Brickwes, Fiscemm, Kurvrowicz, LeHr-
Sprawrsski, Lod, Nitscn, Rozwapowskl, Stonskn, Szoser and Uraszys
in Polish; of :

Frajiuans, Fainta, Gesaver, Hujer, MaTHesius, NigpgaLe, PATA (on Wendish),
PoLivea, SmeTANKA, TrAvNICER, WEINGART and ZusaTy in Czech; of

Bevig, Dasiérd, Iviié, Manerid, Refetan and Skok in Serbocraat; of

ManTiGaL and RamovE in Slovene: and of

Cownev, MiLemié and Mrapenov in Bulgarian.

To the above the authors of the present work are in large measure indebted.



LIST OF SLAVONIC WORDS

The following list gives page-references to Old Bulgarian, Russian and some
other etymologies occurring outside the sections in which forms concerned are
dealt with (i.e.. under Pronouns, Numerals, Adverbs, etc.). The order is that of
the English alphabet, accents of all kinds being disregarded. Students will find
Ifl helpful if they amplify this list by including references to other words and
orms,

abliho OB, 161 bjude R, 26
dgdl B, B3 Miudu R, 8o, o8
agaldk B, 394 bi'udo OB, 162
agmici OB, 167 bl'udp OB, Ho, g8
ajice OB, 8g bl'ujp OB, 201
aldijy OB, 86, 190 bodénak R, 162
-'l::maBR. 261 bofka R, 162
altdn B, 394 bodryi R, 2
altyn R, 261 W’K 24 =
alyf R, 261 bogatyi R, 24
Antes, 22 bogatyr’ R, 261
aport R, 263 Bogorodica R, 19
arapmik B, 262 bohater P, 352
arbuz R, 261 balifi OB, 161
arfin R, 261 bol’fe R, 161
azhn OR, 172 boroda R, 75
avral R, 262 Bosnia, 33

& R, 205 brady OB, 162
babrek B, 304 brat R, 74
bajrak{tar) B, 1094 brat(r)a OB, 126
Bakar, 365 bréza OB, 161
bakdr B, 304 brov’ R, 160
balbes R, 262 brvi OB, 160
ballii OB, 170 buda P, 26, 162
bara OB, 162 bude R, 212
banja R, ab buk R, 17
baramia OB, 160 buklak P, 352
bafmak R, 261 bukva R, 17
baszivk P, 352 bulat R, 261
bednarz P, 354 Bulgar, 32
begu R, 53 bunt R, 262
beleg B, 304 buryy R, 260
bel'mes R, 262 busurman R, 261
berce R, 200 buza R, 261
berédza R, 53, 75, 161 Bufane, 28
Berezina, 17 by R, 205
berkut R, 261 byti OB, 76
besddn OB, 101 fan R, 201
beilik B, 304 Captat, 365
bezobr S, 305 car’ R, 95
bicela OB, 54, 161 fafa OB, 100
biser R, B, 166, 104 Cavtar, gﬁ;
bisira OB, 166 Cech, 2
blangevyj R, 262 Zekan R, 261
blizorukij R, 202 delija S, 369
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céma OB, 95 dolg R,
Eerefnja R, g5, 163 dolgo R, .
Zerevo R, 54 domaj R, 235
cerkor” R, 27, 58, g5, 163 doma OB, 127, 160
Zertog B, 394 Don, 25
efsar’l OB, g5, 163 Dresden, 30
cgta OB, 26 Drevljane, 28, 35
&tyuﬂl! R, 23, 56, 03 dréve OB, 161
chan R, 261 ducha OB, 76
charac B, dudka R, 261
charalug OR, 261 dufa R, 56
chieb R, 26 dafri OB, 78, 8o, 89, 126
chidba OB, 162 dvasdy R, 240
chifqva OB, 162 :
echochot R, g2 dz=if P, 126
chod R, Hﬁl?g g’gﬁk. zl:?:zﬁ
chodogt OB, 163 eitor R, 262
chodia OB, g1 ekimdsija B, 3094
chor’ R, 201 el' R, 53
chotja R, 217 enot R, 263
chyen OB, 162 erunda R, 262
cigla §, 162 e’ R, Bg
dipur 5, 369 p fant Slov, 371
cdrka P, 78 fevral' R, 202
Eh' OB, 95, 163 Sildif 8, 371
AR, Jitehiik B3
m , 371
Cud’, 26 frﬂn! Rﬂzlt;lz ;
Sumur 5, 369 ropiti 163
duddi OB, 163 ;raf'amaﬂk R, 261
exynsz P, 354 gaytan B, 394
dak 5, 369 swﬁarr P, 354
B, 78 gerdan B, 394
dat’ R, 77, 97 Glagolitic, 63
dati OB, 77, 97 grezdo R, 199
das” OR 215 gondek R, 262
deera Cz, 78 gorod R, 94, 134
deli B, 8, 304 gosi OB, 94, 125
delibafija B, 304 goipodi OB, 160
dert R, 81 govpd OB, 54, 161
deriga R, 261 govjadina R, 19, 54, 161
derdan 5, 369 gradi OB, 94, 134
dereve R, 53, 75, 170 gramota R, 175
deseti OB, 23, 84, 94 grid” OR, 172
deférvi R, 262 gumja B, 162
desjat” R, 84, 94 gui R, 54, 94
Desna, 17 hariba P, 304
desnt OB, 83, 91 hardy P, 104, 154
det' R, 70 Havolane, 28
déte OB, 79 hnet P, 354
dini OB, 81 hifa Slov, 26
ditja R, 192 hoch Cz 355
divo R, 54 hrabé Cz, 303
diujm R, 262 hrabia P, 304
dlato OB 101 Hrvati, 28
OB, 87 idol R, 164
OB 87 ige OB, R, 90, 91, 94, 134
rid OB, 161 tgumenija OB, 165
dopba OB, 270 ilam B, 304

doé” R, 78, 8g, 126 img OB, By, 134
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indjuk R, 262 kmut R, 172
imiderin B, 304 kobza Ruth, 261
iF' R, z12 kodfevar’ R, 261
ifak R, 260 kofbasa R, 262
istiiba OB, 162 koliba OB, 162
irni OB, 8o koljada R, 262

iz OR, B8, a9 kolpak R, 260
izba R, 26, 162, 200 komnata R, 162
fzjum R, 261 komora P, 26, 162
fzumrnd R, 201 kot R, 138
jabednik R, 172, 173 koni OB, 135
Jablonja R, 53 kopije (OB, 162
Jadi OB, Bo korabl’ R, o8, 163
fagnénok R, 161 korabl'i OB, 18
jajeo R, 8g korga R, 261

juge OB, 8o korol’ R, 85, 07, 162
jugice OB, 8g korova R, 161
jakor' R, 172, 189 korél R, 262

Jam R, 261 krachmal R, 262
jafgik R, 172 kraguj OR, 261
Jjask OR, 172 kral'f OB, 162
Jazti OB, 8g krest jamin R, 37
Jatagan R, 261 Krividi, 35

Jasyvk R, 54 Krkar, 365

jesti OB, g1 krov' R, 94
Jetrva 5, 159 krovat' R, 262
Tezyvka OB, 160 krivi OB, 88, o4
Jho Cz, go, g1 kraving OB, 53, B8
fméno Cz, 8 kuchyné Cz, 102 -
gmouti Cz, 8% kudma R, 262
junit OB, go, g1 kipda OB, 101
jumyi R, 9o, 91 kukla R, 162
Juria R, 261 kubkuruza R, 261
kaddna B, 394 kiingd=i OB, 58, g5, 162
hadi OB, 162 ktiga OB, 163
kadka R, 162 kupiti OB, 163
kaftan R, 261 kur R, 24, 162
kajuk R, 261 kurafit'sa R, 262
kaleka R, 261 Eurolesit’ R, 262
kalesi OB, 163 kurtalisati 5, 395
kamen R, 54 fabeds P, B7
kamy OB, 54, 56, 126, 134, 135 labut’ Cz, 87
karagaé R, 2b1 ladiyi OB, 86
karand R, 261 lafet R, 262

karif R, 261 lnkomy; R, 87, 100
kartofel’ R, 262 lad R, 190

kat B, 104 lar' R, 172
katorga R, 262 laskon R, 182
kav'jar Ruth, 261 fary P, 154
kazak R, 261 laz R, 262

kei 5,78 lebed' R, 87, 07
kebab B, 394 lebpdi OB, 87, 07
Eesar'i OB, 163 Leipzig, 30

Kicv, 36 fekar” K, 170
kingnl R, 201 lenta R, 262

kil R, 2bz fer R, ete,, B
klasztor P, 164 licemer R, 19
klobukin) OB, R, 260 lipa R, sgl

fipa R, 163 fipmpti OR, 81

knjd R, 26, 05, 162 list R, 54



mirt’

med R, 20, 162
mech P, Cz, 81
medi OB, 162
méd R, 19, 161
medit OB, 127, 161
medved” R, 19
medvédi OB, 160
meda R, 97
meddn OB, 97
mifman R, 262
migla OB, 161
minéti ON, Bo, 83
miri OB, 161
misa P, 26

mileri R, 223
mivka K, 26, 162
mizdn OB, 91
mizinee R, 192
mmich P, 104
mod” R, 97, 198
moch R, 81
moloko R, 85, 86
marem Slov, 371
mors R, 262
mriie it ﬂB B1

nur , 183
{]rE 125

.-rmfn R 192
madiment OB, 119
mebo OB, R, g1, o8, 126
neft” R, 261
weizdredenimiy OB, 119
nekogda R, 212
nel'zia W, |1h

nemec R, 27, 170
newinf 5, 376

nesty (OB, 161

net R, 213

wet’ Cx, 126

netiji OB, 101

97, 126, 135
mati DB 71.59 97, 126, 134, 135

LIST OF SLAVONIC WORDS

netu R, 213

wmiechaj P, 317

nof’ R, 83, 97

noga OB, R, 34, 160
nofti OB, 83, 97
nasi OB, 160

nov R, 9o, 97

novit OB, 8o, go

o OB, 100

ob OB, 100

obyreatel P, 354
ocel R, 262

agel Slov, 83
oyl OB, B3
opciec P, 202
eloving U'B 162
alg OB, 162
oluch R, 194
arda R, 261
ordl R, 170
oragand OB, B8
oi B, 77
asa OB, R, 54, 101, 161
osfl R, 163
ol OB, 77
ogifa OB, 163
ostryy R, 224
ﬂrf?, R, 83, 126
otici OB, 83, 159
otrak R, 170
gty OB, 83, 161
ovea R, 54
ovica OB, 125, 161
ovint OB, 161
ovod R, 182
azek Slov, 83
azera R, 54
parkn (8, 83
pathlja R, 262
pafaluk 5, 394
pastyr’t OB, 163, 164
péela R, 20, 54, 161
pémpdzi OB, 27, g5, 163
pémegi OB, 27
perdatka R, 200
perec B, 201
pernik K, 163
prti OB, 83, o8
pu"d;‘ﬂh R, 262
pmu R, 170
frat’ R, 83, o8
Plemjammk R, 181
kit (OB, 162
ug R, 20, 26, 163
ubian, 28
Polak, 28
polaty OR, 175



LIST OF SLAVONIC WORDS

Po l-nn.:ﬂ;'g

5
poloummyy il 255
poltora R, 200, 240
Pomerania, 29
pondéli Cz, 353
posedov R, 191
peri OB, 134, 135
pora OB, 101

ik 5- 395
skov, 35, 200

put’ R, 134, 135
pyr Cz, 54

* pyrej R, 54

rab R, 86

rabota R, 86

rada P, Ruth, 288
Radimiti, 28, 36

ralo R, 86, 190
ramo R, 86
rano R, 54
rataf R, 190
raving OB, B6
razevat’ R, 202
rasnuzdat” R, 100
red'ka R, 262
Rimit OB, 100
roh Cz, B6
“rohatyna P, 304
ka OB, :18 1ho
’E assifa R, 2062
rost R, 87
roemyy R, 86, 190
rod’ R, 54
ruda OB, R, 78, 161
ruka R, 54, 160
rul’ R, 262
Rui R, 28, 36, 172
rydean R, 262
sabur R, 201
sajdak P, 352
samuring OB, 166
san R, B, 165, 260, 304
san 5, 81
sdn B, 81
sandfak B, 5, 104
sani OB, 165
saraj R, 261
sédéni OB, g1
sedmia OB, 1o1
sekira R, 162, 384
sefo OB, R, 19, 128
sen P, Cz, Slov, 81

semi R, 26
semo R, 27
serce P, 3154
serebro R, 161
fest’ R, oz
festi OB, gz

sestra OB, R, 101, 126, 159, 178

seen OB, 114
S&verjane, 28
sidet” R, 192
fida OB, gz
siedltsko P, 19
Silesin, 28
finel’ R, 262
sjurtuk R 2z
ship=i OB, 27
skok R, 262
skot R, 26, 162
skalpdzi OB, 27, 163
sadiaka OB, 161
Slav, 27

flem R, 26
Hémi OB, 162
fljapa R, 262
Slovak, 27
Slovene, 27
Slovince, 27

sleve OB, R, 27, 90, 134, 162

sfuga R, 262

meg R, 94

mégi OB, g4
fneka OR, 172
smigir’ R, 192
smocha R, g1, 177
srficha OB, g1, 150
sobaka R, 24, 160, 162
socha R, 24, 162
son R, 54, 81
srfice OB, 87, 160
fFod P, 301
stakan R, 201

sték R, 262
stichija OB, 165
ftilgga OB, 27
stjag R, 172

ste R, 56, By, 94
sfojat’ R, 78

sl R, 173

sa OB, 8g

such R, 55

Sud OR, 84, 172, 18g
Sum’, 38
sumereimyy R, 191
stmii OB, 81, 101
siriti OB, 88
sitimikit OB, 164
stte OB, 23, 94
soad'ba R, 201
sofkor R, 126
svekrot” R, 04

405



406 LIST OF SLAVONIC WORDS

svekry OB, s 135
stet OB, 1;:?

4 ; .E -
i
pan®

15

y B3

OR, 173, 189
B, 159

hel Cz, 83

L

.

uzak 5, 83

uzki R, 83
valandat'ga R, 262
varjag R, 16, 84, 172
vatra 5, 24, 162

ved' R, 57, 104, 113, 192, 212

védé OB, 104, 113
vedomo R, 217
veer R, 262
velblowd Cz, 202
vengerskiy B, 262
vemgfy R, 173

verstak R, 262
vei R dial., 19
vetfing R, 202
vezir B, 304
vezp OR, 79
vezu R, 79, 199
vilajer B, 5, 194
vino R, 26, 163
vimograd R, 26, 163, 170
vint R, 262
wil’ R, 114, 212
vig OB, 19, 160
witija R; 192
wvitjas R, 26, 162
Viatidi, 28, 35, 36
l\.:r"ju , SO
ladimir, 192
Viah S, 395
wlka OB, 87, 128, 135
vodka R, 262
vokzal R, 262

volk R, 19, 22, 53, By, 128, 135

vela OB, 160, 162
von R, 192
vooliju R, 225
voren R, 75
vorona R, 75
vot R, 1B3, 192
vral R, 19, 70
vrba OB, 8
vrcha OB, 87, g1, 127
uriograda OB, 163
v OB, 89
viber Cz, 295
viici Cz, 295
waski P, 83
Wend, 22
wesele P, 354
Wioch P, 305
wajfok P, 352

[ P, 159

P, 83

=db B, B3
Zamojski, 300
zatchiyi R, 201
zavtra R, 196
zavtrak R, 183, 196
zhife Ruth, 24
shofe WR, 24
zdei R, 201
Zrlezo R, 54
Zrelézo OB, 161
zelie R, 54



LIST OF SLAVONIC WORDS

=dle OB, o5 zjar’ R, 126

Zelpdi OB, 161 zlate OB, 161

Sdfud” R, 161 =miji OB, 160

Femfug R, 260 znat’ R, 93

Zema OB, R, 95, 127, 115, 136, 177 zob Slov, 83

Feravi OB, 53, 161 zpbn OB, 83, 160, 162

Lerbst, 29 zoloto R, 54, 161

zerma R, 19, 54 zolovka R, 159

z¢ti OB, 126, 159 zont{ik) R, 262

=ga R, 200 zorit" R, 202

Fidovimit OB, 164 zub R, Cz, 5, 75, 83, 160, 162
ima OB, R, 8o, 94 Surari” R, 183
itomir, 192 3 zvéri OB, 125

£iv(a) OB, R, 8o, n5
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