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Preface

The purpose for which this volume was designed is
twofold: first, to serve as an introduction for the stu-
dent in Comparative Slavic Linguistics to recent and cur-
rent research in the particular field of CS, the term here
used to designate the protolanguage underlying the present
Slavic languages (as well as their now extinct sister id-
ioms) as recoverable primarily by various methods of lin-
guistic reconstruction; and, second, to provide a guide to
the main issues of CS, i.e., to identify fundamental prob-
lems, resolved and unresolved, for specialists in other
related areas of linguistic research. This book is not
aimed, on the other hand, at furnishing a systematic out-
line, however succinct, of the changing structure of CS as
such; to this end, the reader is referred to the several
relevant titles listed in the appended Bibliography.

The limitations thus imposed reflect by necessity on
the scope and selection of data and theory accounted for
in this volume. Yet I have attempted to report on what
appears to me the most essential achievements in the re-
construction of CS, particularly as accomplished over the
last half century or so, and to outline at least briefly a
number of crucial and challenging problems which to date
resist satisfactory explanation.

While an effort was made to restrict to a minimum
the discussion of such views as cannot be supported by in-
contestable evidence, it proved nonetheless unavoidable to
present occasionally also certain conflicting opinions ex-
pressed, especially in recent years, on some basic issues
in the reconstruction of CS (notably, its phonology). In
doing so, I have not hesitated to indicate my own stand
wherever I have seen reasons to favor one of the competing
explanations. My contrary intention notwithstanding, some



of my readers will therefore presumably find what they may
construe as a certain measure of bias in the following pre-
sentation. However, not having been party to what I feel
to be any major controversy of substance (though perhaps
of terminology) in discussing the recovery of CS linguis-
tic structure,.I can only hope that such minor instances
of possible subjectivism will serve as an incentive in the
search for truth also in this field rather than jeopardize
the striving for a maximum of achievable objectivity.

The manuscript of this report was completed by July
1, 1972. BAny works that appeared or were brought to my
attention after this date are therefore not included here
except in a few instances in which I was aware of their
imminent publication. Due to circumstances beyond the
author's control, the appearance of this book was delayed
by more than two years. A supplementary sequel, covering
relevant literature of the period from 1972 through 1977,
is planned for early 1978, in time for the Eighth Interna-
tional Congress of Slavists to be held in Ljubljana and
Zagreb.

My sincere thanks go to Misses Marsha Gauntt and
Shirley Tabata, my research assistants at UCLA, for their
indefatigable technical assistance and advice in matters
of style in the course of preparing the typescript of this
book for publication. I am also indebted to Miss Irena
Koschade, my assistant at the University of Munich, and to
Miss Swantje Koch, of the University of Kiel, for their
help and suggestions in editorial matters.

Los Angeles, January 1975

Publisher's note:

Professor Birnbaum's book has not been changed in
any major way for this reprint. On the next two pages
the reader will find a list of misprints discovered to
date; none of them is of a type that would cause serious
misunderstanding of the text, but the reader can make
the corrections if he or she wishes.

The sequel, mentioned earlier on this page, on page
342, and in other places, is now tentatively scheduled
to appear only in 1980.



ERRATA

Page and Line: Reads: / Should read:

x, line 14 from bottom: appears / appear
4, line 7 from top: late / Late
7, line 4 ft: Southeastern / southern Eastern

20, line 1 of item (6): abaltive / ablative

68, line 12 ft: (archaic ...) to the / (archaic ...), to
the

126, line 4 ft: aspirants / aspirates

233, line 11 ft: has / have

264, line 2 ft: i s}owiahskimi / a siowiahskimi

311, lines 3-4 ft: Pannonia / Pannonian

320, line 14 fb: ba%tyckimi i / ba*tyckimi a

341, line 10 ft: substantial / substantive

344, line 1 of numerical symbol I: Treaments /
Treatments

346, line 1 of numerical symbol V:4: (Loanwords in CS:
/ (Loanwords in CS;

347, line 1 of IORJaS: otdelenija / Otdelenija

347, under RFV: vestnik / véstnik

348, under Abernathy, R., 1963, line 1: theories /
Theories

351, under Bilgarski etimologicen reénik, 1962-, line 3:
S. Iléev (1-) / S. Illev, eds. (1-)

351, under Bauer, J., 1958, line 4: university 7 /
university A 7

353, under Bernétejn, S.B., 1958, line 1: Balto-
slvjanskaja / Balto-slavjanskaja

357, under Briickner, A., 1923: Slavische / Slavisch

359, line 1: stoj (Moscow ... / stoj, ed. (Moscow ...

359, under Cejka, M., & A. Lamprecht, 1963, line 4:
sity 12 / sity A 12

361, under Dostil, A., 1953/54, line 2: reSenl / -
YeSeni

363, under Dzurovyé, D. P., 1913, line 1:  ob8leslavjan-
skogo / ob&éeslavjanskago

368, under Gasparini, E., 1952, line 2: Richerche/
Ricerche

370, mid-page: Grinental / Grinenthal

372, under Holub, J. & F. Kope5n§, 1952, line 2:
prepracovane / prepracované

373, under Hujer, O., 1910, line 2: Cisare / CisaYe

373, under Hujer, O., 1910, line 4: uméni / uméni

373, under Hujer, O., 1911, line 3: Ccisare / cisare

373, under Hujer, O., 1911, line 4: uméni / umeéni

373, under Il'inskij, G. A., 1902, line 1: nekotoryx /
nékotoryx

373, under Il'inskij, G. A., 1917, line 3: =zyke / zyké



Page and line: Reads: / Should read:

376, under Jakobson, R., 1929, line 2: a celle / & celle

378, under Jezowa, M., 1968, line 2: Llatalizaciji /
latalizacji

379, under Karalitnas, S., 1967, line 1: blatijskix /
baltijskix

381, under Klemensiewicz et al., 1964: Urbahszyk / Urbah-
czyk

382, line 1: naukowego war- / Naukowego War-

393, under Machek, V., 1965c, line 1: fur / fur

395, under Mare$, F. V., 1963d, line 4: Havranek /
Havranek

395, under Mare$, F. V., 1967a, line l: badani / badani

396, under Mare§, F. V. 197la, line 5: Ostrave / Ostrava

397, under Marvan, J., 1972, line 3: Insert "The" after
"Contraction,"" so that it reads "Contraction," Zhe"

398, under Meillet, A., 1902, line 1: nekotoryx / néko-
toryx

400, under Meillet, A., 1924, line 1l: reviewed / revised

406, under Otrgbski, J. S., 1958, line 2: jezykowa /
Jezykowsg

406, under Peciar, §., 1939, line 5: logu / logfi

408, under PreobraZenskij, A. G., 1910/49/58, line 1:
russkogo / russkago

411, under R@zilka, R., 1971, line 2: paleoslovenica /
palaeoslovenica

411, under RB%itka, R., 1971, line 3: Delete "B. Havra-
nek, ed. (Prague: Academia),"

412, under Sbornik . . .: Insert "praci" after "Sbornik"
so that it reads "Sbornik praci . . ."

418, under Stang, C. S., 1970, line 1l: Delete comma
after "Ausgewdhlte"

419, under Stankiewicz, E., 1966b, line 5: Insert
", ed." between "Sebeok" and "(The Hague: Mouton) ..."
so that it reads "Sebeok, ed. (The Hague: Mouton) ..."

421, under Studia linguistica . . ., 1963, line 2: dai /
daetl

421, under BSaxmatov,-A. A., 1915, line 1: drevnejbago /-
/ drevnéjéago

431, under Velerka, R., 1959, line 4: university 8 /
university A 8

xii



1. INTRODUCTION

COMMON SLAVIC: Problems of Definition, Evidence,
and Approach

1.0. Terminology and Definition: Common Slavie and Pro-
toslavie. CS and its equivalents in other languages (R
ob33eslavjanskij [jazykl, F slave commun, G Gemeinslavisch,
etc.), used diachronically, i.e., with reference to a
stage in Slavic linguistic evolution, is one of the two
competing terms designating the generally posited proto-
language (parent language) underlying the entire course of
development of all individual Slavic languages, attested
as well as unattested, those currently in use and those
now extinct. If used panchronically (or achronically),
i.e., with reference to all stages in Slavic linguistic
evolution (or without any reference to the time dimension
of this evolution), the term CS would obviously have dif-
ferent implications; it would then refer to some or all
features or characteristics common to — i.e., shared by —
all Slavic languages at one time or another. Such conno-
tations would therefore be primarily typological in nature
regardless of the fact that in most cases the historical
reasons for those structural agreements lie in the -close
genetic relationship among the Slavic languages. A simi-
lar meaning would also be implied in the term CS if used
synchronically, that is, with reference to one particular
time segment (moment, well-defined period) in Slavic lin-
guistic evolution, for instance, to approximately the year
1000 A. D., to the early 13th century, or to the contempo-
rary period. However, when such connotations are intended,
to avoid possible misunderstanding it seems more appropri-
ate to choose or coin some other term such as, e.g., Pan-
Slavic (in spite of the historical-ideological associa-



tions this term may evoke) or Generalized Slavic (prefer-
able in a modeling-typological approach; cf. also, for
example, the distinction between P wspblnostowiafiski and
ogblnostowiafiski to render R ob3deslavjanskij, the latter
thus being more ambiguous).

Competing with CS as a diachronic term is PS (R pra-
slavjanskij [jazykl, F proto-slave, G Urslavisch, etc.).
To some extent, the preference for one term or the other
is a matter of individual linguistic usage and scholarly
tradition. Thus, e.g., F slave commun is more generally
used than proto-slave, in part at least due to the impact
of Meillet's classic text (1924, 21934). G Urslavisch, on
the other hand, continues to rank before Gemeinslavisch,
notwithstanding some attempts to introduce the second term
into scholarly literature (e.g., by Kiparsky 1934). R
praslavjanskij still appears to have the upper hand over
ob3Zeslavjanskij, although the latter was preferred by
Fortunatov, among others, and has gained ground, especial-
ly after the appearance of the translation of Meillet's
text (1951). 1In English, CS and PS perhaps still keep the
balance even though recent terminology, at least in Ameri-
can English, rather tends toward CS. (Notice incidentally
that British usage prefers 'Slavonic' to American 'Slav-
ic'.)

While, therefore, CS and PS may indeed be considered
synonymous (at any rate, when used with reference to Slav-
ic linguistic diachrony), the very availability of these
two terms (and their equivalents in other languages) could
suggest a slightly differentiated usage of them. Thus, in
order to be able to distinguish between at least two major
phases of the Slavic protolanguage — or, alternatively,
two basic "synchronic slices," viz., its initial stage,
just emerged from some larger language entity such as
Balto-Slavic or a portion of Late IE, and its last more or
less uniform stage, immediately preceding its subsequent
disintegration into various Slavic linguistic subgroups —
it was proposed some time ago to reserve the term PS for
the earlier (or, if qualified by 'Early', first) phase of
the common Slavic ancestral language and CS for its later
(or, if qualified by 'Late', last) phase, roughly corres-
ponding to the differentiation achieved by, e.g., G Friih-
urslavisch vs. Spdturslavisch (cf. Bidwell 1963: 10-12;
Birnbaum 1966a: 153-6; Hamm 1966: 45, 48). By recognizing
the two terms PS and CS as partly overlapping in meaning
(except when prefixed by 'Early' and 'Late', respectively),
it would be possible to account for their near-synonymity
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while indicating at the same time the potential difference
in reference. However, any absolutely clear-cut division
into an earlier and a later period of the Slavic protolan-
guage remaining unattainable (in view of the relative and
often controversial chronology of many of the sound
changes on which such a tentative division must be based),
it appears less advisable to utilize this possibility of
a terminological distinction for the purpose of singling
out two separate epochs in the history of the presumed
protolanguage.

These terminological considerations, while not un-
challenged (cf. Aitzetmiller 1967; Weiher 1967: 84-5),
hinge on the further question of the relationship between
the respective linguistic realities underlying the notions
Early PS and (Common) Balto-Slavic, on the one hand, and,
on the other, Late CS and differentiated Early Slavic, or
more specifically the relationship between any particular
Late CS dialect and a given preliterary individual Slavic
language or language subgroup (such as Proto-Russian or
rather Proto-East Slavic, Proto-Polish, Proto-Serbo-
Croatian; Proto-Lekhitic, Proto-Czechoslovak, Proto-
Slovene-Serbo-Croatian; see Birnbaum 1970c). In this con-
text reference should be made to the view (first advanced
by Ivanov and Toporov 1961: 303), according to which it
may be methodologically difficult to draw a sharp line be-
tween what could be considered Late (Common) Balto-Slavic
and what, Early PS, as the latter — to the extent that its
basic phonological and morphological structure can be re-
constructed on internal grounds — essentially is derivable
from a hypothetical (and, to be sure, fragmentary) Proto-
Baltic linguistic model (questionable as the establishment
of the details of such a model might be), while, on the
other hand, a reverse derivation tracing a Common (ox
rather Generalized) Baltic linguistic structure back to
its Early PS counterpart appears to be virtually unfeasi-
ble (cf. also Birnbaum 1970b: 87, 117). It should further
be noted, as pointed out, e.g., already by Trubeckoj (1922;
1924) and more recently by Toporov (1959: 19), that the
upper time limit of Late CS is floating, that is, diffi-
cult to fix by means of incontestable inherent criteria,
as many of the changes (primarily phonological, reflected
in the earliest Slavic evidence, especially the OCS and
0ld Russian texts of the 10th and 1lth centuries) are con-
sistent with general tendencies already prevailing in the
preceding centuries of preliterary Slavic linguistic evo-
lution. Thus, while various developments of individual

3



Slavic languages and language subgroups were, no doubt,
largely anticipated in the divergent evolution of Late Cs
of the preliterary period, justifying, consequently, at
least the theoretical positing of individual Slavic lan-
guages (prior to their being recorded in writing) or of
their immediate predecessors, a case could also be made
for setting the terminus ad quem of late CS only at the
approximate time — somewhat varying throughout the Slavic
language area — of the "fall of the weak jers" (i.e., the
disappearance of the so-called reduced vowels b and b in
certain well-defined positions) and the concomitant or, at
any rate, immediately subsequent "vocalization of the
strong jers" (i.e., the developing of these reduced vowels
to regular full vowels in other positions). Therefore, at
least in certain parts of the overall Slavic language area,
notably in the East Slavic territory, the Late CS period
(in this broad sense) can be said to have lasted until
roughly the late 11lth or even the early 12th century (for
details of the "fall" and "vocalization of the jers" in
East Slavic, see now also Isadenko 1970a). On the other
hand, for the recently challenged dating of some phonolog-
ical processes long considered CS (viz., the Second and
Third Palatalizations of Velars), see below, pp. 50

and 265. Occasionally this time, spanning (preliterary
Late) CS as well as the first centuries of ‘recorded Slavic,
is also subsumed under the rather vague term Early Slavic.
No intrinsic linguistic-reasons can be adduced, of course,
to assume a coincidence in time of the end of the CS peri-
od and the purely accidental fact — determined entirely by
extra-linguistic factors — that Slavic writing happened to
take its beginning in the second half of the 9th century,
occasioned by Constantine's and Methodius' Moravian mis-
sion of 863. However, if we were to exclude from consi-
deration all CS linguistic evolution characterized by some
degree of spatial variation, i.e., dialectal differentia-
tion, the close of a more or less homogeneous development
of Slavic as a whole (viz., in the narrow sense of PS re-
ferred to above) might very well be dated somewhere around
500 A. D. as was also suggested by relevant research in
recent years (Shevelov 1964: 12-13, 307-9, 607-8; Stieber
1969/71, 1: 9-10, 68-73, 81-3).

Since, however, the following presentation is speci-
fically designed to report on and evaluate recent and cur-
rent findings and insights pertinent to the reconstruction
of the preliterary Slavic protolanguage as well as to
identify some as yet unresolved or only poorly understood

4



problems of .that assumed language, the label CS stands
here, in spite of the above terminological considerations,
as a broad conventional cover term to designate the entire
range of Slavic (but not pre-Slavic) linguistic evolution
prior to its recorded history, i.e., its first attestation
by written texts. Only where a distinction between (Ear-
ly) PS and (Late) CS appears to be called for will these
more specialized terms (used in their narrow sense) be
used. In addition to basing theoretical inferences on at-
tested Slavic language data strictly for the purpose of
reconstruction, recorded evidence will be adduced also to
elucidate such developments as can be assumed to have been
at least incipient already in the preliterary period of
Slavic even if their completion may fall only in the first
centuries of recorded linguistic evolution.

1.1. Original Homeland and Early Expansion of the Slavs.
Any attempt to simply equate CS (or PS) with "the language
spoken by the 'Proto-Slavs'" (as suggested some time ago
by Aitzetmiller 1967: 89) cannot but be considered a fu-
tile shifting of the problem of defining CS from one level
of argument to another, equally controversial one (cf.
Birnbaum 1970c: 9-10). To be sure, the very delimitation
in time and space of CS as a language is obviously closely
linked with the problem of the original homeland (R pra-
rodina, G Urheimat) of the primitive Slavs and its subse-
quent expansion in various directions up to the period of
the disruption — caused by the advent of the Magyars in
the late 9th and early 10th centuries — of the relative
spatial unity of the Slavic community at large which had
existed until then. A short account of-our present know-
ledge in this respect, to the limited extent that it can
be considered noncontroversial, may therefore seem in or-
der.

Experts continue to disagree as to the exact loca-
tion of the original territory settled by Slavs toward the
end of the first millennium B. C. All that can be said
with some degree of certainty is that this first homeland
of the Slavs (or 'Proto-Slavs') must have been situated in
Eastern Central Europe, somewhere north of the Carpathians
and, though less likely, also their westward extension,
the Sudetes. The Slavs had come to this earliest ascer-
tainable region of settlement (as evidenced by archaeolog-
ical finds and toponymic data) as one of the several
ethno-linguistic groups emerging from the disintegrating
Late Common IE community. Around the 4th century A. D.

5



the Slavs undoubtedly already occupied a wide area from
the basin of the Oder (Odra) in the west to that of the
central Dnieper (Dnepr) in the east and reaching in the
north up to the southern shores of the Baltic Sea, to the
Masurian Lakes, and to the Pripet (Pripyat', Prype&)
Marshes. At some time in the 5th century a northeastward
expansion of the Slavs began, as a result of which the an-
cestors of today's Eastern Slavs settled the area around
the northern Dnieper and its tributaries and north of the
Pripet, formerly populated by Baltic tribes which were now
either assimilated by the Slavs or driven further toward
the northwest (for hydronymic evidence, cf. esp. Toporov &
Trubalev 1962; Sedov 1970). In the 6th century this
northeastward move continued into territories previously
occupied by Finnic peoples. About the same time the Slavs
expanded further toward the west, advancing from the Oder
basin to that of the central and lower Elbe. Also shortly
after ca. 500 A. D. a portion of the Slavs, pouring south,
seems to have crossed through the passes of the Carpathian
and Sudetic Mountains, while other Slavic tribes coming
from today's Ukraine reached the Balkan Peninsula by way
of the South Romanian Plain (Walachia). In the 6th cen-
tury a part of the Slavs further settled the area of the
Eastern Alps (present-day Lower Austria, Styria, Carinthia,
and Slovenia). The Great Hungarian Plain (east and north
of the central Danube), previously settled by IE — Thra-
cian, Illyrian, Germanic — as well as non-IE peoples
(Huns) , was at that time probably only sparsely populated
by Slavs, soon to be subjugated by the non-IE Avars. In
the course of the 6th and 7th centuries Slavic population
waves inundated most of the Balkan Peninsula including
also Greece, where Slavs at that time made up a consider-
able, if not predominant, element, all the way to its
southernmost portion, the Peloponnesus. The gradual re-
Hellenization of Greece carried out by Byzantine imperial
administrators, feudal lords, powerful cities, and wealthy
monasteries was initiated in the 7th century and continued
for some six centuries.

Consequently, in the 7th through 9th centuries the
Slavs had come to occupy a vast territory in Eastern and
Central Europe, ranging from the Aegean and Adriatic Seas
in the south to the base of Jutland and the Baltic Sea in
the northwest, and the Gulf of Finland, Lake Ladoga, and
the upper Volga district in the northeast. In the west
the Slavs had reached the Eastern Alps, the Bohemian For-
est, the river Saale, and an area beyond the lower Elbe,
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while in the east they soon came to cross the central
Dnieper. Only the Black Sea Steppe continued to be a land
of semi-nomadic Altaic and Ugric peoples, settling briefly
or passing through on their way from Asia and Southeastern
Europe toward the west.

However, at the beginning of the 9th century this
immense Slavic-populated area was by no means homogeneous
in its ethnic and linguistic composition. The Great Hun-
garian Plain (on both sides of the Tisza) and adjacent
lands (Pannonia, Transylvania) had until recently been
ruled by the Avars, an Altaic people, who, after having
subdued the sparse local Slavic population, had in turn
been conquered and virtually annihilated by the armies of
the Frankish Empire of Charlemagne. Romance peoples re-
mained in parts of the Balkans, both in the interior of
the Peninsula (the ancestors of the present-day Romanians)
and along the shores of the Adriatic (the now extinct Dal-
matians). Other Balkan areas were occupied by Albanians
— at one time probably contiguous with the early Roma-
nians — an IE people of Illyrian, Thracian, or Dacian de-
scent (or possibly descending from some combination of
these ancient IE ethno-linguistic groups and at any rate
subsequently heavily Romanized). In southern Bulgaria,
Macedonia, and in Greece proper, a large portion of the
Greek-speaking population withstood the onslaught of the
Slavs. Already toward the end of the 6th century the
Slavic population of what is now approximately Bulgaria
(and perhaps also Yugoslav Macedonia) had yielded to the
domination of the Bulgars, an Altaic people, a part of
which had entered the Balkan Peninsula, while another part
had first remained at the lower Volga and subsequently
moved upstream toward the mid-Volga area, founding there a
state of their own. Yet, while having militarily defeated
the Slavs, the outnumbered Bulgars were soon assimilated
by the earlier Slavic settlers, leaving behind only their
name and some loanwords. In the northeast of the vast
Slavic territory, Baltic and Finnic splinter groups un-
doubtedly survived for a long time, particularly in inac-
cessible tracts protected by impenetrable forests and
large bodies of water.

1.2. Uniformity and Dialectal Differentiation; Internal
and Comparative Reconstruction of Common Slavie. It is
not surprising that within such a large area as the one
occupied, with varying density, by the Slavs as early as
at the beginning of the 7th century a certain dialectal
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differentiation must have prevailed. It seems, however,
that until ca. 500 A. D., i.e., prior to the southward
migrations of the Slavs, their common language, although
spread even then over a considerable geographic area, was
still largely homogeneous. This view is sustained by the
realization, reached only recently, that some of the pho-
nological isoglosses on which a presumed early division
into two main dialect areas has usually been based can
actually, at least in their majority, be dated only from a
period after ca. 500 A. D. This traditional division pos-
ited a western group of CS dialects, supposedly yielding
the West Slavic languages, and an eastern dialect group,
claimed to underlie the East and South Slavic languages, -
with the upper and central Bug as an approximate dividing
line (cf., e.g., BernStejn 1961: 61-73). The relevant
isoglosses are: 1) the partly different results of the
so-called Second (regressive) and Third (progressive) Pal-
atalizations of Velars in Slavic, specifically, the dif-
ferent reflexes of CS x and of CS kv, gv (xv); 2) the re-
tention of the clusters tl, dl (West Slavic) as opposed to
their simplification (>1, East and South Slavic); 3) the
rise and retention of an epenthetic 7 (after palatalized
labials) in the east in contrast with the lack of such 1
(at least in certain positions) in the west; and 4) the
different treatment of CS tj, dj, yielding by and large
hushing affricates (and secondarily in some cases frica-
tives) in the east (East and South Slavic), but corres-
ponding hissing sounds in the west (West Slavic). However,
it can now be considered fairly certain that the Second
Palatalization of Velars did not begin to operate until
around 600 A. D. and that the Third Palatalization, while
probably partly overlapping in time with the Second Pala-
talization — some recent claims suggesting a radically
different relative chronology notwithstanding — did not
become effective prior to the 8th century (the outcome of
the two Palatalizations being identical, only differing in
their environmental conditions). There is further reason
to believe that the entire Slavic language area once had
developed an epenthetic I (in all positions after palatal-
ized labials), and that its disappearance (in certain po-
sitions) in the west is secondary (as is, incidentally,
its disappearance in part of the South Slavic area, viz.,
in Macedo-Bulgarian where this process can be directly ob-
served in the earliest Slavic evidence of 0OCS, whereas in
West Slavic it falls into a preliterary period). The var-
ious results of the assibilation of t', d' (<cCs tJj, dj)

-
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are also relatively late (after 500 A. D.). Only as re-
gards the simplification of tl, dl in the eastern portion
of CS is there some evidence suggesting that it took place
prior to the 6th century; however, here also the situation
is rather complex (tl, dl being retained in a northwestern
part of South Slavic, while yielding kZ, gl in a limited,
northwestern region of East Slavic, not to mention other
details obscuring the overall picture). Little, if any,
significance can therefore be attributed to this one, pos-
sibly early, isogloss separating a western (subsequently
West Slavic) from an eastern (subsequently East and South
Slavic) portion of CS (cf. Birnbaum 1966a: 189-94; Shevel-
ov 1964: 202, 370-5; Stieber 1969/71, 1: 10, 81-3).

Thus there are good reasons to assume that until ca.
500 A. D. or, in other words, prior to the southward mi-
gration of the Slavs and their moving into territories
previously occupied by Finnic tribes, the common language
of all Slavs was still to a high degree uniform.

No direct evidence is available on which to base any
assumptions as to the phonological and grammatical (mor-
phosyntactic) structure and the basic vocabulary of the
fairly homogeneous development of CS prior to ca. 500 A. D.
Virtually all attempts at recovering these earlier stages
of the common Slavic protolanguage must therefore rely
heavily on the methods of internal reconstruction, i.e.,
on techniques by which data of the last phase of an al-
ready disintegrating and dialectally differentiated CS of
ca. 500-1000 A. D. can, as it were, be projected backward
in time. This allows for some inferences from morphopho-
nemic alternations, competing word forms, and coexistent
syntactic structures of this late stage of CS as to pri-
mary (vs. secondary or partly even tertiary) sounds, forms,
and, at least to some extent, also phrase, clause, and
sentence patterns, suggesting the establishment of certain
relative chronologies pertinent to CS linguistic change
(cf. Birnbaum 1970b: 92-122). The validity of the results
thus obtained can subsequently be verified in many in-
stances by correlating the hypothetic primary data of ear-
lier CS ( = PS) with corresponding evidence from other IE
languages, in particular those more or less closely re-
lated to Slavic, i.e., especially matching data of archaic
Baltic, ancient Indo-Iranian (Aryan), and Early Germanic.
Thus the methods of internal and comparative reconstruc-
tion can be used here to supplement each other and to cor-
roborate each other's conclusions. The structure of dis-
integrating Late (post-5th century) CS can in turn be
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reconstructed on the basis of comparative evidence drawn
from the individual recorded Slavic languages, particular-
ly in their earliest attestation. However, here the lin-
guist is not entirely dependent on such circumstantial
evidence alone but can, in addition, also resort to some
data more immediately bearing on Late CS.

1.3. The Earliest Slavic Texts. What then is this direct
evidence relevant to the period of emerging CS dialects
(and subsequently individual Slavic languages) which at
that time spread over a vast territory from the Pelopon-
nesus in the south to the shores of the Baltic Sea and the
Gulf of Finland in the north? It is in this period, or to
be exact in the 9th century, that the "creation" of 0CS,
the first literary language of the Slavs, by Constantine-
Cyril (d. 869) and Methodius (d. 885) falls. To be sure,
no autographs of the two Thessalonian brothers or their
immediate associates seem to have come down to us. The
bulk of the extant OCS texts, copied from earlier origi-
nals, dates from the late 10th and the 11lth centuries.
Still, they reflect rather closely the Slavic vernacular
spoken in the 9th and 10th centuries in Bulgaria (includ-
ing its western portion, Macedonia). Of particular inter-
est are, in addition, two short manuscripts, both possibly
dating from the second half of the 10th century, whose
highly archaic language, while generally OCS, exhibits
traits of a more northwestern provenience (so that fre-
quently these texts, despite their religious-ecclesiastic
contents, are not included among the writings of "canoni-
cal" or "classical"™ 0OCS): the Kiev Leaflets, written in

a particularly archaic form of Glagolitic script and con-
taining a fragment or rather an abridged version (libellus)
of a missal according to the Roman rite, adapted from a
not fully identified Latin original; and the Freising
Fragments (or Freising Monuments), rendered in awkward
Latin spelling and consisting of a general confession, a
short homily (penance sermon), and a baptismal vow, of
which the first and last in part paraphrase 01d High Ger-
man (Old Bavarian) and possibly Latin sources, while the
second, the homily, seems to go back to an original Slavic
text. The preserved copy of the Kiev Leaflets, displaying
a few phonological "Moravisms" (or Bohemisms) and one mor-
phological feature characteristic of the northern Slavic
languages rather than of South Slavic and, in addition,
having its vocabulary interspersed with western elements
(of Latin and/or 0l1d High German origin; cf. Auty 1969),
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is frequently believed either to have been written in
Bohemia-Moravia or to be the work of a Moravian (or Czech)
scribe who had come to the Balkans. More likely, though,
the "Moravisms" of the Kiev Leaflets reflect certain char-
acteristics of an earlier (or the original) Slavic version
of this text, while the extant copy rather points to some
northwestern region of the Balkan Peninsula. Less accept-
able is the view that the language of the Kiev Leaflets

is actually a specimen of the vernacular of a specific
Slavic-speaking area, presumably Pannonia, and that the
linguistic peculiarities of this text thus represent gen-
uine traits of one particular Late CS dialect rather than
merely being indications of some artificial admixture of
West Slavic characteristics to a fundamentally Macedonian-
Bulgarian OCS (cf. Stieber 1969/71, 1l: 11-12; 1971).

The basic character of the language encountered in the
Freising Fragments is even more controversial: some lin-
guists consider it essentially OCS (of the early, pre-
Slovak or Pannonian-Moravian type) overlayered with sec-
ondary Slovenisms (cf. Isalenko 1943); others see in it a
sample (or even the only recorded evidence, if one dis-
regards the partly proto-Slovenian name forms inscribed in
the Evangeliary of Cividale and some comparable onomastic
data from legal and ecclesiastic documents, especially in
the then German-Slavic borderlands of present-day Austria
and Bavaria, dating from the late 8th-10th centuries) of
0ld Slovenian, superficially and incompletely adapted to
the norms of OCS (cf. esp. Freisinger Denkmiler, 1968) .

1.4. Ethnic Groupings and Linguistic Ties Within Disinte-
grating Late Common Slavic; the Testimony of Loarnwords and
Toponyms; Ultimate Division of the Slavic Language Area:
Dialectal Tripartition and Core Region vs. Peripheral
Zones. While not all details regarding the roads along
which the Slavs moved southward from their "expanded home-
land"” have yet been established, it seems, as was already
mentioned, that they followed two main tracks: one through
present-day Romania into the heartlands of the Balkans,
and the other one through the passes of the Carpathians
and the Sudeten, first into what is now Czechoslovakia
(Bohemia, Moravia, Slovakia), then further to Pannonia and
the adjacent area of the Eastern Alps, and on to the west-
ern regions of the Balkan Peninsula. It was presumably
here, in present-day Yugoslavia, that the Slavs -coming
from the north and northwest met and mingled with other,
west-bound Slavic tribes moving from the shores of the
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Black Sea. Two ethnic names, that of the Croats and that
of the Serbs (or Sorbs), both probably of Iranian origin*,
still testify to this early path-crossing of the Slavs in
the Balkans. Until ca. 1000 A. D. the ethnonym Croats
designated not only the predecessors of the contemporary
South Slavic Croats but also some Slavic groups settling
on the northern slopes of the Carpathian and Sudeten
Mountains ("White Croats"); and Serbs is not only the name
of one of the Balkan Slavic peoples but also — in an only
slightly different form, Sorbs — that of the Western Slavs
in Lusatia (between Silesia and Saxony in today's East
Germany) , the remnants of a once numerous Slavic popula-
tion occupying in the Early and High Middle Ages an area
between the central Oder and the Neisse (Nysa) in the east
and the Saale in the west.

Close ties formerly existed between the language
spoken in Slovenia (including a part of Carinthia) and the
West Slavic linguistic area. In addition to a number of
lexical and grammatical agreements, two phonological char-
acteristics reflecting these ties deserve special mention:
the partial retention of the clusters tl, dl in Slovene,
shared with West Slavic; and contractions of the type
stati (<stojgati), bati se (<bojati se) which Slovene has
in common with Czech, Slovak, and southern Polish (includ-
ing contemporary standard Polish). A particularly close
relationship between South Slavic and the southern (trans-
Carpathian) portion of West Slavic is further suggested by
the identical treatment of the CS sound sequences tart,
talt, tért, télt (>trat, tlat, tret, tlet, where t stands
for any consonant; notice also that, in accordance with
present-day knowledge, we posit CS & for traditional CS o).
This sound change involved metathesis of the liquid with a
concomitant lengthening of the vowel. These contacts were
disrupted in the late 9th and early 10th centuries by the
advent and eventual permanent settling of the Magyars in
the Great Hungarian Plain and trans-Danubian Pannonia

*Iranian origin for the ethnonym of the Croats is gen-
erally assumed. The source of the name for Serbs is less
certain; however, its early (mid-10th century) attestation
in Constantinus Porphyrogenitus ( IépBLoL , De administran-
do imperio, chap. 9) denoting an East Slavic tribe (hardly
just a distortion of séverjane, as has also been suggested)
seems to support the assumption of its Iranian origin as
well.
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(present-day Western Hungary). As was mentioned before,
the local population of Pannonia, subjugated by the Mag-
yars, was predominantly Slavic, speaking some dialect or
dialects transitional between Proto-Slovak (or "Moravian")
and Proto-Slovene. (The occasionally expressed view that
the ancient Pannonian Slavs north of Lake Balaton spoke
Proto-Slovak, while those south and southwest of it spoke
an early form of Slovene, can hardly be substantiated; cf.
S6s 1969.) The so-called Yugoslavisms, i.e., South Slavic
features, of Slovak and, in particular, Central — histori-
cally South — Slovak dialects, are further remnants of
earlier linguistic connections between this area and the
Slavic South.

Loanwords that entered Early Slavic and Slavic bor-
rowings in other languages are of great significance for
our knowledge of CS and its dialects. While this rich
source of information must be used with due circumspection,
it can supply important data concerning such controversial
chronologies as those of the CS and, as we now know, part-
ly post-CS palatalizations of velars and their immediate
consequences; the rise of the so-called reduced vowels (or
jers: b, b <PS 7, i) and their subsequent disappearance
or modification ("fall" and "vocalization," respectively) ;
the denasalization (and, to a large extent, concomitant
change in timbre) of the — in CS, to be sure, only allo-
phonic — nasal vowels (g, Q)i etc. Particularly pertinent
are the Slavic loans from Finnic, Germanic, and the East
Romance languages and, on the other hand, Slavic borrow-
ings found in Finnic, Baltic, Germanic, Balkan Romance,
Hungarian, Greek, and Albanian. Most revealing in this
respect are Slavic loanwords and toponyms in areas at one
time (namely, during the Late CS period) temporarily set-
tled by Slavs. This applies, for example, to present-day
Hungary and a good portion of Greece whose lexical and
toponymic data of Slavic provenience therefore offer most
valuable insights into the phonology of the local CS ver-
nacular of the 7th-9th centuries. Another area of Early
Slavic —non-Slavic symbiosis, reflected in a linguistical-
ly revealing Slavicization of mostly Late Latin/Early East
Romance place names, extends along the littoral from the
northern tip of the Adriatic Sea to Albania.

It is true that recent findings of CS dialectology
seem to confirm the statistical validity of the tradition-
al tripartition of the Slavic languages (into West, East,
and South Slavic) while no longer supporting any recti-
linear Stammbaum-like view of the complex processes of
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divergence underlying the individual Slavic languages (cf.
Furdal 1961; Birnbaum 1966a). At the same time it should
be noted, however, that within each of these Slavic lin-
guistic subgroups a peripheral portion has not undergone
all the early modifications otherwise characteristic of
that particular branch. Thus it can be shown that Polab-
ian, the westernmost offshoot of the West Slavic group,
developed in more than one respect differently from all
the other West Slavic languages (cf., e.g., the treatment
of the jers in Polabian). Similarly, Macedo-Bulgarian was
affected at an early date by a far-reaching Balkanization
which integrated this southeastern portion of South Slavic
(including Bulgarian, Macedonian, and the Torlak dialects
of Serbo-Croatian) into the Balkan linguistic convergence
area and recast the phonological-prosodic and grammatical-
phraseological structure of the languages involved in ac-
cordance with a linguistic model originally alien to the
southern dialects of Late CS. The first indications of a
typically Balkan linguistic evolution can, as a matter of
fact, be ascertained already in OCS. Finally, Russian (or
more precisely Great Russian), numerically the chief rep-
resentative of East Slavic, developing largely on a ter-
ritory of Baltic and Finnic linguistic substratum, does
not — at least in most of its dialects and in its literary
standard variety — share some old phonological and gram-
matical features found in Ukrainian (and/or Belorussian)
and matched there by parallel phenomena in Slovak or Pol-
ish (partly also in Czech, Serbo-Croatian, etc.). As two
cases in point, the special treatment of b/b + J (>>i/y +
J) and the reflexes of so-called compensatory vowel
lengthening (largely yielding secondary high or diffuse
vowels), not found in Russian, can be adduced. Alterna-
tively, one could perhaps conceive of a development where
the eastern dialectal segment of Late CS directly resulted
in two separate individual Slavic languages — Proto-
Ruthenian (or Proto-Ukrainian, if the emergence of Belo-
russian may be considered secondary) and Proto-Russian
(Proto-Great Russian) — without first going through an in-
termediate shared stage of Common East Slavic (i.e.,
"Proto-" and "Old Russian" in the traditional sense). The
heavy coverlayer of Church Slavic elements (especially pho-
nological features) may well have contributed to obliter-
ating and making virtually indiscernible any possibly
existing ancient distinction between 0ld Ruthenian and 01d
Russian proper (i.e., Old Great Russian) in the early,
Kievan, period of East Slavic writing. Thus, while the
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division of the Slavic languages into three branches re-
mains generally valid also in the light of current CS
dialectological research, another internal grouping of the
Slavic linguistic area into a central region and a number
of separate peripheral zones with a partly deviating (and
often delayed) evolution can also be ascertained. This
second internal grouping, too, was incipient already in
the Late CS period.

1.5. Common Slavic (Proto-Slavie) as a Branch of Indo-
European: Its Relationship to Cognate Language Groups,
Especially Germanic, Indo-Iranian, and Baltic; the Assess-
ment of Slavic —Non-Slavic Isoglosses. Thus, while fairly
rich linguistic data from which to infer the structure and
internal (dialectal) differentiation of Late CS is avail-
able, the same obviously cannot be said when it comes to
the reconstruction of Early CS (PS). The methods of re-
covering the early stages of the Slavic protolanguage are
by necessity less reliable, and the results must therefore
be more tentative and remain only approximate. However,
as was pointed out before, in addition to applying methods
of internal reconstruction by taking as a point of depar-
ture the relatively well-established or at any rate easily
reconstructable data of Late CS, the hypothetical model,
if not the exact structure, of Early CS can to some extent
also.- be established by resorting to the traditional,
though constantly further improved, method of Comparative
IE Linguistics; or rather, this model can be recreated
with a greater degree of probability and in more detail by
integrating the findings of the comparative approach with
the general linguistic structure arrived at by internal
reconstruction. In other words, if a comparison of the
relevant evidence from other IE languages, particularly
those closely related to Slavic, suggests the existence in
PS of certain sounds or sound sequences and word forms
(formation types, inflectional categories), as well as
perhaps even a set of some basic syntactic patterns, such
tentative data can be verified against internally recon-
structed sounds and forms, possibly also sentence struc-
tures, and thus be either corroborated (and further elabo-
rated) or refuted. Similar methodological considerations
apply also to the stock of positable Early CS lexical
items and their semantic structure (the latter to be un-
derstood both in terms of their semantic microstructure,
i.e., their representing specific complexes of certain
universal or near-universal semantic features, and in
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terms of their semantic macrostructure, i.e., their being
constituents of some larger semantic domains or "fields").

Which, then, are the IE languages most closely re-
lated. to Slavic, and what are the main points of their
particular agreement with Slavic? As is well known, the
traditional division of the IE languages into centum vs.
satem languages according to their respective reflexes of
original palatal velars (k', g'’, g'h), at one time consid-
ered to be of paramount significance, is now recognized to
be only of secondary importance as a classificatory crite-
rion, especially as it has been established that no other
major isogloss line coincides with the centum/satem split.
(As is well known, centum, the Latin word for '100', rep-
resents the group of languages in which these sounds, at
least to begin with, remained velar stops, whereas satem,
the equivalent numeral in Avestan, represents the group of
languages in which they were shifted at an early date to
hissing or hushing fricatives — s, 2; 8, %; S, 2.) More~
over, after the discovery of Hittite and the other cognate
languages of Anatolia as well as the two dialects (A and
B) of Tocharian, followed by the realization that these
languages, despite their location in the south and east of
the overall IE linguistic territory, belong to the centum
group, it has become widely accepted that the "satemiza-
tion" of a part of the IE language area must be conceived
as an early innovation, characteristic of its central re-
gion. The centum/satem division can thus no longer be in-
terpreted as due to some dialectal parallel development
within Late PIE. The fact. that the two IE language groups
most closely related to Slavic — that is, Baltic and, al-
though to a lesser degree, Indo-Iranian (Aryan) — share
with Slavic the quality of being satsem languages should
not, therefore, be considered as significant a trait as a
previous, Stammbaum-oriented, view of IE linguistic rela-
tionships may have been inclined to regard it.

When attempting to establish isoglosses shared by
Slavic with some other IE language groups, it is often
difficult to distinguish clearly between, on the one hand,
instances of common inheritance, i.e., shared retentions
("archaisms") as well as jointly introduced innovations
stemming from the period of disintegrating, dialectally
differentiated Late PIE and, on the other hand, character-
istics which Early Slavic may have in common with some re-
lated language or language group as a result of previous,
though post-PIE, contacts — contiguity or, in some in-
stances, even coterritorial symbiosis — and which there-
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fore rather come under the heading of early borrowing,
lexical as well as phonological and grammatical, in addi-
tion to substratum and possibly also Sprachbund (conver-
gence area) phenomena. It goes without saying that these
latter, secondary shared features or items have consider-
ably less bearing on the reconstruction, by means of the
comparative method, of Early CS (PS) even though they, too,
occasionally may be revealing with regard to the CS sound
pattern at.a given period, the same holding true, of course,
also for Early Slavic borrowings in unrelated languages,
notably Finno-Ugric; cf. also Poldk 1969.

In particular, the difficulty of drawing a sharp
line between inherited shared characteristics and secon-
dary, borrowed or otherwise passed-on linguistic phenomena
is felt with respect to the many and complex coincidences
occurring between Slavic and Baltic. Of these agreements
it is primarily in regard to some syntactic parallels (e.g.,
in the use of individual case forms — a predicative in-
strumental, an objective genitive in negative clauses, or
the dative absolute) that it is far from always clear whe-
ther they reflect influences exerted by one language group
on the other (in other words, by Slavic on Baltic or vice
versa) or whether they, along with some well-established
phonological and lexical correspondences, as well as a few,
generally less conspicuous morphological — mostly deriva-
tional — conformities, should be conceived as part of a
common Balto-Slavic heritage from PIE.

'As regards the relationship of CS and Early Germanic
‘(especially Gothic) and that of preliterary Slavic and
Indo-Iranian (particularly Iranian), the instances contro-
versial as to the nature of their origin, i.e., whether
commonly inherited or secondarily passed on, concern,
among other things, matching lexical items which, however,
often appear to have been borrowed by Slavic unless excep-
tionally they must rather be termed "migratory words" (G
Wanderwdrter) of undetermined origin and untraceable
routes of travel. In other cases it seems still less
clear whether to count certain parallel phenomena among
jointly retained features (or perhaps rather their common
beginnings in Late Common IE), or whether to attribute
them to secondary influences — i.e., borrowing — or to in-
dependent, though coinciding or similar, developments.
This applies, for example, to the -n suffixation (and/or
infixation) in Germanic and Slavic (as well as Baltic) as
a means of deriving inchoative verbs and possibly also to
the first rise of the semantic-grammatical category of
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perfective aspect (or its predecessor, a specific mode of
action with a comparable semantic function) and its formal
characterization by means of prefixation, rudimentarily
present in Germanic (with some parallels, to be sure, also
in Greek), further developed in Baltic, but fully systema-
tized only in Slavic.

In yet other instances a parallelism may only be
superficial, details being at variance and moving forces
operating universally or, at any rate, fairly generally.
Such appears to be the case with two seeming agreements or
parallels of sound change in Slavic, partly Baltic, and
Indo-Iranian:

1) IE s > & in Indo-Iranian, £ (~3 before front
vowel) in Slavic when preceded by Z, ﬁ, r, k
(and their allophones); in Baltic, IE 8§ > ¥ reg-
glagly only after r, k, sporadically also after
1, U (moreover, this shift is clearly reflected
only in Lithuanian, but obscured in Latvian and
O0ld Prussian due to secondary developments —
§>s; 8j, tj > 3 — and, in the case of 0ld
Prussian, also by awkward orthography; cf. Birn-
baum 1971a);

2) IE kK, g (gh) > &, 3 (=dZ) before primary front
vowels (Z, €) in Indo-Iranian and in Slavic
(where 3 > 3).

Chronological considerations (in addition to the po-
tential generality of this sort of process; cf., e.g., Lat
centum [kentum] > Ital cento [Sento]) here virtually ex-
clude the possibility of a genetically shared character-
istic; while the CS First Palatalization seems to at least
have been efficacious still in the 5th century A. D. (cf.
Stieber 1969: 67), the equivalent Indo-Iranian consonant
shift must have been definitely concluded prior to the
Common Indo-Iranian vowel merger £/0/a > q which falls
into the preliterary period, i.e., before ca. 1500 B. C.

Turning now to the particular agreements between
Slavic and its closest cognate, Baltic, various opinions
have been voiced both as to their presumed causes — rang-
ing from the positing of a hypothetic Common Balto-Slavic
protolanguage to separate, though parallel, evolution from
a common dialectal base in Late PIE, possibly enhanced by
secondary convergence or even temporary coterritorial
symbiosis — and as to their exact number where assessments
have varied between as few as ten and as many as over
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twenty; for a brief survey of various approaches to the
problem see Birnbaum 1970a. The picture of the Slavic-
Baltic linguistic relationships is further obscured by the
fact that some of the features shared by the two language
groups also have more or less direct counterparts in one
or another additional branch of the IE language family
(this applies, in particular, to Indo-Iranian and German-
ic), while other conformities are characteristic for Slav-
ic and Baltic only. Moreover, Slavic shares some features
not with all of the recorded Baltic languages, but only
with some portion of Baltic, usually either with West
Baltic alone (represented by the scarce and often diffi-
cult-to-interpret 0ld Prussian evidence) or exclusively
with East Baltic or even merely a part of it (i.e., Lithu-
anian and/or Latvian and/or some of their dialects). This
situation, particularly, suggests an early disintegration
of Common Baltic — if indeed the positing of a once spoken,
fairly homogeneous Common Baltic protolanguage is at all
realistic; a similar doubt, well-founded in the case of
Baltic, would not be justified, incidentally, as regards
the existence of a once uniform CS language.

Disregarding here, with a few exceptions, some par-
ticularly controversial, as well as some only partial,
agreements between Slavic and Baltic (cf., e.g., the
aforementioned shift IE 8 > CS x, Balt § in certain pho-
netic environments), the following, without giving an ex-
haustive list, may be considered among the more important
shared Balto-Slavic features:

1) a great number of lexical items exclusively
characteristic of Slavic and Baltic (for the
best overall account see Trautmann 1923);

2) the double reflex <r/ur, 1l/ul, in/un, im/um <
IE 7, L, 1, m (with or without a following
laryngeal) ; *

3) the parallel reflex Slavic Jju, Baltic jau <
IE du;**

*The u-series is, however, considered phonetically con-
ditioned rather than regular ("spontaneous") by some lin-
guists (e.g., Vaillant and, particularly, Kuryiowicz; cf.
p. 61, below).

**The reflex eu (graphically eu, ew, and eau = &u) in the
01d Prussian Enchiridion seems to be secondary in relation
to Common Baltic jau.
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4)
5)

6)

7)

8)

9)

10)

11)

the reflex r-, I- < IE ur-, ul-;

some striking similarities in accentuation (in-
tonation, place of stress) — vastly conflicting
views as to their explanation notwithstanding;

the use of the original (IE) abaltive for the
genitive singular in the o-stems: Slavic -a,
Lith -0, Latv -a < East Baltic *-a (<*-ad) <
IE *-oad;*

similar formation of long form ("definite") ad-
jectives by means of a pronominal suffix (post-
position of a form of the pronoun *ios or *is
or a contamination of the twoj cf., e.g., R
bosdj, P bosy, etc. < *bosb-jb, Lith basdsis
(with some chronological and other details re-
maining controversial) ;

-Jjo/-ja stem declension of active (present and
past) participles;**

coincidences in the formation of certain oblique
case forms of the nongendered (personal) pronoun
of the lst person singular (*men-/*mon-/*mun-) ;

similar formation of collective numerals by
means of the suffix -er/-or;

a great number of striking similarities in nomi-
nal derivation; cf., e.g., R rataj < *ortajb :
Lith artdjis; R venée < vdnbeb < *vénbkb / vendk
<vénbkb : Lith vainikas, dial. Latv vainuks
(stand. vaifiuks); OR Sbvbeb : Lith siuvikas;

*In West Baltic (0ld Prussian) the gen. sg. of the -0
stems ends in -as < IE *-0so. Since no formal distinction
between gen. and abl. sg. can be ascertained for the other
IE nominal stem classes, it has been suggested that Slavic
and (East) Baltic have retained here an earlier general
case identity of PIE rather than having introduced a com-
mon innovation; however, the West Baltic evidence does not
seem to bear this out.

**The same declension type is attested for the present
active participle also in 0ld Germanic. This type here
being limited to West Germanic, it seems less likely that
this feature represents an original common Balto-Slavic-
Germanic isogloss.
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R pis'mb < pisbmo : Lith piedimas; 0OCS Kkrvvenb :
Lith kruvinas;

12) some general as well as some specific parallels
in verbal derivation; cf. OCS -ovati/-ujQ : Lith
-auti/-auju, to be sure with a further, if less
close parallel in Greek; past tense stem forma-
tion in -&/a-; OR damb, dastb : OLith duomi,
duosti, etc.

For further details and discussion see especially Fraenkel
1950: 73-123; Arumaa 1964: 17-30, esp. 18-23; Stang 1966:
13-21; Senn 1966: 139-51. For a general survey of the
isogloss integration of Slavic and Baltic with other IE
language groups — notably, Indo-Iranian and Germanic;
further the ancient IE languages of the Balkans; Greek,
Armenian, and Hittite as well as Tocharian — see also, for
example, Porzig 1954: esp. 132-4, 135-7, 140-8, 164-77,
179, 180-1, 183, 184-7, 188-92, 204-9, 211-12.
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Part One
PROGRESS IN THE RECONSTRUCTION
OF COMMON SLAVIC

(History of Research)



2. GENERAL TREATMENTS OF
COMMON SLAVIC

2.0. Preliminary Remarks. It goes without saying that in
a survey of the accomplishments attained to date in the
reconstruction of CS the emphasis will have to be placed
on such works, mostly of a reference character, that sum-
marize the state of accumulated knowledge in this field
at a given time, primarily during the last half century or
so. To be sure, this is not to say that new important
views and fresh data were not frequently first reported
elsewhere — in article form, in a monograph, or in some
other publication. However, as a rule, such findings and
theories were subsequently incorporated into textbooks and
reference works of a more general nature, designed for ad-
vanced classroom teaching and other academic pursuits. The
focus of attention in the following will therefore be on
comprehensive treatments of CS linguistic structure or, in
any event, of some of its major components (phonology,
morphology, syntax, lexicology). In addition, reference
will also selectively be made to some ground-breaking and
seminal specialized studies in the field of CS which have
made a lasting impact by virtue of either furnishing new,
heretofore unsifted linguistic data pertinent to the re-
construction of the preliterary protolanguage of the Slavs,
or opening up earlier unexplored approaches capable of
yielding such insights into the functioning and change of
this theoretically recovered common predecessor of the
historically attested Slavic languages as were previously
not conceivable or realized under the application of less
ingenious, if successfully tested, traditional methods.

Of general reference works there are broadly four
. categories that are devoted, entirely or in part, to CsS.
Above all, preliterary Slavic linguistic structure is, of
course, the primary subject matter of those not too



numerous texts and handbooks that specifically deal with
CS, either with the full range of its presumed manifesta-
tions at all levels or with some particular component of
it. Usually the very terms CS or PS (and their respective
equivalents in other languages) appear on the title page
of these general reference books treating the ancestral
language underlying recorded Slavic. Of the particular
components of CS linguistic structure it is phonology that
has received the lion's share of attention, either because
of the individual scholar's preoccupation with phonology
rather than with some other portion of preliterary Slavic
(understandable in view of the greater degree of elabora-
tion and sophistication in phonological reconstruction
and, generally, phonological diachrony as compared to oth-
er levels of linguistic change), or simply because phonol-
ogy usually forms the first major part of any traditional-
ly designed linguistic text- or handbook (preceded, at
most, by a general introduction), and the author concerned
has often left his work unfinished, completing only the
introduction and phonology sections of his book, original-
ly conceived as a full-fledged reference grammar. After
phonology (including morphophonology), it is CS morphology,
inflectional as well as derivational, and lexicology (in-
cluding etymology), in this order, that at least to some
extent have been treated comprehensively, while the recon-
struction of CS syntax (or, to be exact, of some basic
models of CS phrase and sentence patterns) is still in its
beginnings and largely in the stage of discussing problems
of methodology, some first tentative attempts at revealing
fragments of CS syntactic and semantic deep structure only
recently having been undertaken.

Second in.importance after the textbooks specifical-
ly designed for the study of CS rank the reference works
in Comparative Slavic Linguistics. Needless to say, texts
in this field are of vastly varying size, ranging from
concise introductory booklets of some thirty pages (such
as Jakobson 1955) to multi-volume sets of detailed re-
search (such as Vaillant 1950-66). Moreover, among these
reference works, it is essentially only those which relate
to their common origin the pertinent data of the contempo-
rary Slavic languages, as well as their earlier recorded
stages of development, in genetic rather than typological
terms — that is to say, project them, as it were, into
their CS prehistory — that may be considered germane to
the study of the theoretically reconstructed (or yet-to-
be-retrieved) Slavic protolanguage, and therefore fall
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into the purview of this book. Depending on the signifi-
cance of these reference works (in terms of their size,
general outlook, and original research reflected), they
will be briefly surveyed here, the selection being re~
stricted, however, by considerations of space, in addition
to being inevitably influenced, at least to some degree,
by the present writer's awareness and assessment of the
relevant literature. It seems only natural that textbooks
of Comparative Slavic Linguistics, to the extent that they
are diachronically and genetically oriented, will tend to
emphasize the final stage of CS, i.e., Late CS and the
following period of disintegrating (and partly reintegrat-
ing) Early Slavic, immediately preceding and to some ex-
tent overlapping with the formation of linguistic sub-
groups and individual Slavic protolanguages (Proto-East
Slavic, Proto-Lekhitic; Proto-Polish, Proto-Serbo-Croatian,
etc.), rather than its initial stage, PS (having just
emerged from Common Balto-Slavic or from a particular
dialect group of Late PIE), or the details of its evolu-
tion from Early PS to Late CS. As suggested by the term
Comparative Slavic Linguistics, the procedure for recon-
structing (Late) CS primarily utilized in these works is
the comparative method (in one or another of its formula-
tions), not the set of techniques of internal reconstruc-
tion, the latter yielding, in particular, relative, but
not absolute, chronologies.

The comparative method (in some variety) will fur-
ther find its application also in a third category of gen-
eral reference works containing data from CS (and its
early and/or modern reflexes) and utilizing such data for
more far-reaching inferences and generalizations, namely,
in text- and handbooks of Comparative IE Linguistics.
Contingent upon the relative significance attributed to
the specifically Slavic data, as compared to evidence from
other branches of the IE language family, particularly for
the reconstruction of PIE (or rather its last stage), thus
identifying presumed retentions — partly in modified
form — and innovations as attested by Slavic — uniquely,
jointly with some other branch of IE, especially Baltic,
or frequently shared with several ancient dialect groups
of Late Common IE — the emphasis on various facets of CS
and Early Slavic linguistic structure (usually represented
by OCS) may be distributed accordingly, i.e., with corres-
ponding unevenness, in these general treatments of Com-
parative IE Linguistics. Moreover, the particular empha-
sis will depend on the vast differences in detail and
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thoroughness reflecting the specific purpose, ranging
from first guideline to in-depth reference works, for
which texts of this sort may be designed. Thus, the pre-
sentation of CS linguistic structure here will be both
somewhat incoherent and disproportionate or, at any rate,
less systematic than in any of the text- or handbooks pur-
porting to give a full or balanced (if succinct) coverage
of the makeup and functioning of the Slavic protolanguage
(either as such or as a point of departure for the subse-
quent divergent evolution of the recorded Slavic lan-
guages). In addition to straight reference texts of Com-
parative IE Linguistics (or Grammar) — of which, however,
only a few will be listed in the following as the data and
theory contained in most of them are purely derivative —
also some basic works accounting more particularly for the
internal grouping of IE (or ancient IE dialects) will be
considered in this general category. Naturally, the focus
in the reference books of Comparative IE Linguistics is
usually on the early phase of CS (i.e., PS) rather than on
Late CS even though the illustrative data adduced is often
taken from attested Slavic evidence (Early Slavic, espe-
cially OCS, archaic dialectal Slavic, or even contemporary
standard as well as folkloric Slavic).

Finally, there is a fourth kind of general reference
work that occasionally may, by way of introduction, give a
short account also of CS linguistic structure. This cate-
gory includes some diachronic (historical) treatments of
individual Slavic languages, still in usage or extinct,
especially those with a relatively early recorded history.
Thus, in those textbooks of OCS representing or, in one
way or another, continuing the neogrammarian vein, much
attention is usually devoted to the sound and form systems
of CS believed to be reflected, with only minor and easily
accountable modifications, in the phonology and morphology
of the earliest recorded Slavic literary language. Also
in the few modern grammars of OCS designed primarily as
introductions to the comparative and historical study of
Slavic linguistics, the focus is on the close relationship,
if not near-identity, between OCS — at least in its recon-
structable, original Cyrillo-Methodian form — and Late CS
linguistic structure. On the other hand, in some recent
or fairly recent textbooks of OCS with a different, delib-
erately synchronic-descriptive (rather than diachronic-
comparative) approach, their authors, while at least in one
case even explicitly recognizing the preserved evidence of
OCS as a specimen of a Late CS dialect (Lunt 1968: X),
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have gone to great lengths to present the phonological and
morphological data of the oldest literary language of the
Slavs as an independent, self-contained structure, to be
described in its own inherent terms rather than in those
of Late CS, with the mere addition of a few minor modifi-
cations, or, as some linguists now would put it, low-level
rules to account for the specifics of OCS. Also in some
historical grammars of Russian, whose documented history,
after all, reaches almost as far back in time as the pe-
riod usually assumed for the OCS texts (i.e., the late
10th and 11th centuries; the oldest dated Russian Church
Slavic manuscript, the so-called Ostromir Gospel, going
back to 1056/57), a chapter or section is occasionally de-
voted to CS or at least its eastern (Proto-East Slavic or
Proto-Russian) dialect. Similarly, in historical grammars
of Polish, Czech, Serbo-Croatian, etc., the Late CS dia-
lectal background of these individual Slavic languages has
often been sketched. Again, only in the relatively few
instances where these by and large peripheral treatments
of CS within the context of the development of an individ-
ual Slavic language (including its prehistory) may be con-
sidered truly significant, will they be briefly referred
to in the following.

2.1. Common Slavie Structure. The first grammar of CS
that even today cannot be considered altogether obsolete
and thus fully superseded by some more modern treatment of
the same subject matter — as must be said- to be the case,
for example, with the two Russian textbooks by Porzezifiski
(PorZezinskij 1914; 21916) and I1'inskij (1916) — is J. J.
Mikkola's Urslavische Grammatik, published in three in-
stallments over a period of -nearly forty years (1. Laut-
lehre: Vokalismus, Betonung — 1913; 2. Konsonantismus —
1942; 3. Formenlehre — 1950); yet it was to remain a torso.
Consistently neogrammarian in approach, this is the first
promising attempt to clearly distinguish between CS as a
preliterary, only theoretically reconstructable entity, on
the one hand, and historically attested Slavic (including
Early Slavic), on the other. Largely ignoring the dia-
chronic dimension, the Finnish linguist (who has made a
name for himself especially in the field of early Slavic-
Finnic linguistic relations and contacts as evidenced by
relevant loanword material) has endeavored to identify and
in some detail describe, on the basis of comparative data
drawn both from the recorded Slavic languages and from re-
lated IE language groups, a synchronic state in linguistic
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evolution (to be sure, never existing, as such) rather
than to account for the dynamics of this evolution itself.
The numerous and intricate problems of changing and devel-
oping CS from its Early PS beginnings — whether or not
these may be approximated to, or even equated with, Balto-
Slavic — and down to the period of Late CS dismemberment
(anticipating, and to some extent identical with, the
first phases of a divergent development of Early Slavic)
are not even tackled, much less seriously examined here.
Thus, to take just a few examples, the modification of IE
diphthongs (in tauto- and heterosyllabic positions, res-
pectively) are presented by Mikkola in terms of a set of
IE:CS correspondences (of the type: heterosyllabic IE a7,
ol = CS oj, tautosyllabic IE ai, 0i = CS word-medial &,
word-final Z; word-final & being held to be the reflex of
IE @i, 07 only). Similarly, considerations of relative
chronology are virtually excluded in the treatment of the
various palatalizations of velars, the difference in pho-
netic conditioning (environment) rather than the difficult
problems of periodization receiving primary attention.

The author fairly consistently abstains from any — previ-
ously only all too frequent, if usually highly question-
able — speculations regarding the physiological (articula-
tory) nature of any hypothetic intermediary stages in
phonetic change and merely ascertains, in the best neo-
grammarian tradition, the positable point of departure and
the unequivocal end result of a given sound shift. The
concise outline of morphology, while arranged by inflec-
tional rather than derivational categories, does take into
account some basic aspects of word and stem formation as
well. Spread in their publication over more than a gener-
ation, the three slim volumes of Mikkola's textbook dis-
play a slight change in emphasis also in terms of the
method applied: although clearly neogrammarian in ap-
proach throughout phonology as well as morphology, a cer-
tain shift away from a largely atomistic toward a more
holistic (though not yet structural) view of disparate
linguistic phenomena can be perceived. For its time, the
early years of this century, the treatment of Slavic ac-
centology (in volume 1, chapter 4) must be considered a
pioneering achievement.

Whereas Mikkola's grammar of CS was left unfinished
or, to say the least, was not sufficiently elaborated and,
despite its doubtless merits, must today be regarded as
outdated in many respects, the same does not hold true for
another reference work on the protolanguage underlying
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attested Slavic, A. Meillet's Le slave commun, which first
appeared in 1924 and was subsequently revised and expanded
in a second edition in 1934, prepared in collaboration
with A. Vaillant. This text by the leading European com-
paratist of the first third of this century, as lucid and
precise in style as his famous, carefully structured oral
presentation in the classroom, has remained an unsurpassed
classic until this very day. It seems fair to say that,
given its particular concept, there is, in fact, not too
much in Meillet's book that would need fundamental rework-
ing even in the light of recent findings and newly gained
insights of modern scholarship. 1In large part this is due
to its author's. definitive and, at the same time, cau-
tiously phrased formulations and conclusions and to the
great acuity with which he has selected and interpreted
(but not overinterpreted) his data. Yet to some extent
this can also be attributed to the overall approach adopt-
ed in this broadly conceived and well-balanced, if syn-
chronically compressed, treatment of the full range of CS
linguistic structure. While no longer strictly neogram-
marian in method (as, e.g., Mikkola), Meillet, too, large-
ly disregarded — or, perhaps, rather generalized away from
details of — spatial variation and temporal modification
as they can be ascertained within the limits of the Slavic
protolanguage in view of its ultimate territorial exten-
sion as well as the time span of its development. Meillet
reconstructed and interpreted CS not so much as a phenom-
enon of concrete, if hypothetic, reality, subject to con-
stant change, but rather as an abstract sum total of a
number of specific (viz., Slavic) characteristics viewed
in their IE setting. In the words of G. Shevelov (1964:
16), Meillet's book "became a classic in the field not be-
cause it overcame the shortcomings and drawbacks of a non-
historical approach but because the author was aware of
its limitations and consciously did not extract from the
available data more than was possible when using that ap-
proach." And speaking of Meillet's treatment of CS pho-
nology, Shevelov (Zbid.) goes on to state that "he pre-
sented a projection of Sl(avic) phonetic developments onto
a surface of some abstract proto-language having no imme-
diate connections in time and space (although, at the same
time, he made use of much historical data). The result
was a history compressed into one image, not an agglomera-
tion of facts, but a system which never existed in the
given form but which is still not antihistorical, an alge-
bra of CS." Some of the sections in Meillet's handbook
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such as, for example, those on morphophonemic alternations,
including ablaut, on the system of verbal stem classes and
on aspect, or on nominal derivation — all problems he had
previously treated in great detail in a number of special-
ized studies — will forever stand out as true- masterpieces
of concise formulation and profound insight, any minor re-
visions made necessary by subsequent research notwith-
standing. It should further be noted that Meillet's text
is rounded out by two brilliant sketches briefly outlining
the basic features of CS sentence structure and the vari-
ous strata of CS vocabulary, including lexical borrowing
and early Christian terminology. 1In view of these truly
exceptional qualities, it is quite understandable that a
Russian translation of Meillet's reference work could ap-
pear as late as in 1951, especially as his text was here
updated with the valuable comments by the outstanding
Soviet specialist on Slavic diachronic linguistics, P. S.
Kuznecov.

In 1964 a new grammar of CS began to appear, origi-
nally designed as a revised version of Mikkola's text. To
date only the first volume of P. Arumaa's Urslavische
Grammatik: Einflihrung in das vergleichende Studium der
slavischen Sprachen, covering Einleitung and Lautlehre (1.
Vokalismus, 2. Betonung), is available, but its immediate
sequels treating the consonant system and derivational
morphology (word formation) are expected shortly. I have
given a detailed assessment of volume one of Arumaa's work
elsewhere (cf. Birnbaum 1966b) and can therefore here lim-
it myself to restating my main points. Both in concept
and approach this is a traditional textbook regardless of
the fact that the author acknowledges .important achieve-
ments of structural methods as applied to Comparative IE
and Balto-Slavic Linguistics. Still, the Estonian-Swedish
linguist (whose own scholarly accomplishments lie prima-
rily in the field of Balto-Slavic Linguistics and onomas--
tics, especially hydronymics) has with much circumspection
and keen understanding accounted in his work also for re-
cent advances, particularly in the theory of ablaut and
accentology, including some of the more generally accepted
results of laryngeal theory, which in large measure were
arrived at precisely by the application of a structural
approach. The merits of using a strictly comparative
method become particularly apparent in the section on ac-
centology as the author here systematically proceeds from
an analysis of the accentual (and other prosodic) patterns
of the relevant individual Slavic languages to some

32



insightful generalizations about accentuation and gquantity,
stress shifts and metatony in the preliterary period of
Slavic. Cautious in matters of continued controversy
while sober in its judgment of noncontroversial (or at any
rate, less controversial) issues, Arumaa's book is of par-
ticular value by dint of its broad reference to, and uti-
lization of, a wealth of Baltic (as well as other IE) data,
convincingly demonstrating the relevance of such compara-
tive material for the interpretation of some heretofore
obscure sound changes in preliterary Slavic or their pre-
mises. While it is premature to assess the quality and
significance of Arumaa's work as a whole, several volumes
as yet outstanding, there is every indication that impor-
tant new insights can be gained from this kind of research
which takes into consideration relevant related linguistic
data, in particular also in the to date insufficiently ex-
plored field of CS derivation in the broad sense (affixa-
tion and other processes of word formation). Though by
and large an excellent guide to a multitude of biblio-
graphical references, Arumaa's book shows in this respect
also some striking gaps. The introduction, defining the
scope and substance of CS and discussing the place of
Slavic among the IE sister tongues as well as the earliest
Slavic —non-Slavic linguistic relations, in addition to
outlining the fundamental problems of the original (or,
rather, earliest ascertainable) homeland of the Slavs,
early Slavic tribal groupings, and the classification of
the Slavic languages, is a fairly adequate account of our
present knowledge in these areas. Fully aware and con-
stantly taking into account the dynamics of linguistic
change, Arumaa nonetheless, like Mikkola and Meillet, is
primarily concerned with establishing what he considers
the Early PS state in the evolution from PIE to Early
Slavic. Thus, he specifically states his goal in the
preface (p. 6) as follows:

Der Verfasser hat . . . in erster Linie versucht,
den frihesten uns erreichbaren ﬁbergang vom Indo-
germanischen zum Urslavischen lautlich zu fixieren,
d.h. die dlteste und moglichst sichere Unterlage
zur Rekonstruktion des Urslavischen aufzuzeigen.
Darum ist hier auch von Versuchen, die urslavische
Zeit in irgendwelche Perioden aufzugliedern, abge-
sehen.

Once completed, Arumaa's reference work will no doubt be
one of the most useful tools for further explorations into
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the prehistoric past of the Slavic languages, more so,
perhaps, by virtue of its riches of carefully selected and
acutely observed linguistic data and the thoughtfully in-
tegrated conclusions of relevant modern scholarship, in-
cluding some of Arumaa's own findings and interpretations,
than thanks to any innovative, ground-breaking methodolog-
ical approach of its author.

For a brief discussion of G. Y. Shevelov's textbook
of CS phonology (1964), limited to this particular compo-
nent of linguistic structure but commenting relevantly
also on some general aspects of preliterary Slavic, see
below, pp. 94-100.

An excellent, if quite succinct, account of our pre-
sent knowledge of CS phonology and its development as well
as of at least some major morphological modifications
which occurred toward the end of the CS period can now be
found under the appropriate heading "Prasiowiahski jgzyk,"
in a brief sketch authored by the leading Polish Slavist,
Z. Stieber (1970), in volume four, issue one, of the new
monumental encyclopedia of Slavic antiquities, SZownik
starozytnodei stowiafiskich, published by the Polish Acad-
emy of Sciences. Another relevant entry in the same vol-
ume is that by K. JazdZewski on the original area of set-
tlement of the Slavs ("Praojczyzna S}owian"). Stieber's
concise essay recapitulates briefly most of his partly
original positions taken and more elaborately expounded in
some of his recent writings (cf. Stieber 1964, 1965a,
1965b, 1967, 1968a, 1968b, 1968c, 1969/71). While the
more significant ones among them will be merely enumerated
here and discussed at some length only in subsequent para-
graphs and sections, it should be noted already at this
point that Stieber suggests a radical shortening of the
assumed duration of the CS period, asserting that "CS
emerged in all probability at the beginning of the first
millennium of our era as one of the offshoots of the an-
cient PIE language." According to the Polish linguist,
the majority of scholars are now of the opinion "that
Proto-Balto-Slavic, which in all likelihood was spoken in
the first millennium before our era, was an intermediary
stage between PIE and PS." Among Stieber's original but
generally very well-founded views on CS phonology are:
late dating of the First Palatalization of Velars and of
the monophthongization of diphthongs (end of 5th century
and during 6th century, respectively); still later dating
of the Second and Third Palatalizations of Velars (ca. 600
A. D. and thereafter), both incompletely — and not only
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unsystematically, as long recognized for the Third Pala-
talization — implemented; specification of the phonetic
value of the intermediary stage between u; and y; short-
livedness (7/8th to 10/12th centuries) of CS b, b (<PIE
1, U) before their "fall" and "vocalization," respectively.
In other cases, Stieber adheres, correctly in my opinion,
to one particular position in questions of continued con-
troversy: allophonic (nonphonemic) status of CS ¢, ¢;
Late CS shift & > 0 (while denying any highly "archaic"
nature of Russian and Belorussian akan'’e, allegedly, in
the view of some linguists, preserving the a-colored pro-
nunciation of the CS short back vowel); late dating (8/9th
centuries, partly post-CS) of the so-called Metathesis of
Liquids, yielding divergent results in various Slavic lin-
guistic groups.

2.2. Comparative Slaviec Linguistics. Of older, now
largely obsolete comprehensive treatments of Comparative
Slavic Linguistics, the two volumes on derivation and syn-
tax of F. Miklosich's monumental Vergleichende Grammatik
der slavischen Sprachen, conceived in the early, pre-neo-
grammarian vein of 19th century IE Linguistics, continue
to be of some value primarily as a reservoir of as yet
only partly tapped Slavic linguistic data. In view of
this continued usefulness, the respective volumes of the
first edition (2. Stammbildungslehre, originally published
in 1875; 4. Syntax, 1868-74) were photomechanically re-
printed in 1926.

However, Miklosich's comparative grammar was essen-
tially superseded by another comprehensive reference work,
designed along similar lines though in its approach fol-
lowing the neogrammarian method that meanwhile had become
virtually obligatory in comparative historical linguistics,
W. Vondrak's two-volume Vergleichende Slavische Grammatik.
Particularly in its second, revised and substantially aug-
mented edition (1. Lautlehre und Stammbildungslehre, 1924;
2. Formenlehre und Syntax, neubearbeitet von O. Griinenthal,
1928), this well-informed text, rich in linguistic data
from all Slavic languages in their early attestation as
well as their early 20th century standard and, to some ex-
tent, even colloquial substandard form (to be sure, with a
marked preference for Czech, the author's mother tongue),
has served, along with Meillet's Le slave commun, as the
main reference work of Comparative Slavic Linguistics for
several generations of Slavists, particularly in the in-
terwar period. 1Its systematic and detailed treatment of

35



Slavic phonology and morphology (at least as regards in-
flectional morphology), with frequent and more than merely
cursory retrospective glances at CS linguistic structure,
closely reflects the contemporaneous state of research in
matters such as accentology (accepting, for example,
Saussure-Fortunatov's stress shift law as applicable also
to Slavic), ablaut (positing, following H. Glintert, a PIE
reduced schwa secundum vowel, allegedly yielding CS b and,
after labials and original labiovelars, b), or declension-
al endings, controversial as to their origin (making ref-
erence to the then novel findings and theories by 0. Hujer,
J. Zubaty, and others). While many of Vondrdk's own as
well as his secondhand explanations in these fields remain
valid or at any rate deserve continued consideration, some
of his relevant ideas and suggestions are now clearly out-
dated, proven inaccurate, and hence to be rejected. How-
ever, this applies only in a lesser degree to his (and
Griinenthal's) diachronic treatment of derivational mor-
phology and syntax. The reason is primarily that in these
by and large less explored areas of inquiry no. theoretical
framework and methodological approach were ever fully
elaborated and therefore the number of proposed explana-
tions and hypotheses purporting to account for various
phenomena of word formation and sentence structure also is
generally much smaller. Yet the wealth of pertinent data
accumulated unquestionably continues to be of great impor-
tance as a mine of raw material, regardless of the fact
that much of it is still awaiting further and definitive
interpretation. After all, except for the fundamental
problem of defining the very scope of — traditional, sur-
face — syntax (with at least some controversy as to wheth-
er to limit it only to the theory of sentence structure

or — as was done in Vondrik's reference work — to include
in it, in addition, the portion of grammar dealing with
the function of such grammatical categories as case, tense,
mood, etc., viewed in the narrower context of their syn-
tagmatic utilization), the issues of word formation and
syntax were, for earlier generations of linguists, less a
matter calling for explanation and interpretation (in the
strict, scientific sense — requiring the application of a
particular set of sophisticated formalized techniques) but
rather a concern of mere data-gathering lending itself to
descriptive observations and taxonomic classification and
thus allowing, at best, for some vague theoretical gener-
-alizations. To meet these demands, modest by modern
standards, Vondrak's comparative treatment of the Slavic
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derivational and syntactic surface structures provided
both the necessary factual material and an adequate system
of categorizing it.

Here another work should be mentioned which, al-
though presumably of little international impact at the
time of its first publication, displays a new, relatively
modern concept of language and linguistic change approach-
ing, though not yet fully adopting, the notions and over-
all framework of European structuralism, especially as
pertains to phonology (of the Prague School brand). N.
van Wijk's Les langues slaves: de L'unité a la pluralité
appeared in book form (in a second, improved edition) only
in 1956 but had previously been published in 1937 as five
separate essays in the semi-scholarly journal Le Monde
slave. The published version of these essays is based on
a series of lectures delivered by the Dutch Slavist at the
Sorbonne. Of the corresponding five sections of the post-
humously assembled book it is particularly the first on
"Le slave commun dans 1l'ensemble indo-européen" and,
though to a lesser extent, the second on "Parallélisme et
divergence dans 1l'évolution des langues slaves" that need
to concern us here, while the three remaining sections on
East, West, and South Slavic, respectively, essentially
fall outside the purview of the present report. (For a
general assessment of the progress made through the early
sixties in the field discussed in van Wijk's second essay,
namely, the study of the parallel and divergent course of
Slavic linguistic evolution, see, among other things, R.
Auty's inaugural lecture of 1963; cf. Auty 1964). Couched
in a style which in lucidity and conciseness is in the
best Parisian tradition of Meillet and his school, van
Wijk's collection of essays naturally makes no claim to
being a systematic outline of the textbook kind but was
rather conceived as a number of synthesizing sketches fo-
cusing partly in a very personal tone — occasionally not
even free from some anecdotal ingredients no doubt intend-
ed to enliven the original oral presentation — on what in
the mid- and late thirties must have been considered the
most crucial and controversial issues of Slavic linguistic
diachrony. However, in doing so, van Wijk not only re-
sorted to the obvious principles of genetic linguistics
but would also not hesitate to make occasional references
to some considerations of a typological nature (e.g., when
comparing certain predominant phonological tendencies
thought to be at work both in Early Romance and Early
Slavic). The sections concerned with the preliterary
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evolution of Slavic discuss primarily general problems of
linguistic relationships, geographic distribution, and
chronology, but are largely limited to diachronic phonol-
ogy when it comes to the substance of linguistic change.
In brief, van Wijk posits here a more than two-
thousand-year-long development of CS assumed to have been
preceded, despite Meillet's well-known objections, by a
period of Balto-Slavic linguistic unity of a clearly post-
PIE, i.e., not merely dialectal Late Common IE, character.
By and large, CS is said to have undergone only slow and
relatively few modifications during most of its long evo-
lution, thus impressing on its earlier phases a stamp of
great homogeneity as well as considerable antiquity. It
is only during approximately the last five hundred years
of Late CS, beginning somewhere around the 4th century
A. D. and coinciding roughly with the expansion of the
Slavs from their original homeland (controversial as the
exact location of their primitive sites must remain), that,
according to van Wijk, their common protolanguage under-
went a radical reshaping of its phonological and morpho-
logical structure. Ultimately this restructuring resulted
not only in a far more progressed state of development
away from the general IE linguistic type (which latter to
a large extent had been preserved during preceding periods
of Balto-Slavic and early PS linguistic evolution) but
also in a divergency within Late CS which already prefig-
ured the subsequent development of the individual Slavic
languages and language groupings. As for the specifics of
Late CS phonological modifications, the Dutch linguist was
to give a more detailed outline of his, by now largely
Prague-phonologist, view of it in a later paper (cf. van
Wijk 1950). However, at the time of his Sorbonne lectures
he was not yet entirely ready to accept the interpretation
of CS diachronic phonology in terms of the Prague School,
as sketched some years before by R. Jakobson (cf. Jakobson
1929; van Wijk 1956: 23); and one of the main principles
of CS phonology formulated by Jakobson, that of so-called
syllabic synharmonism, van Wijk still contested in an ar-
ticle published a few years later (cf. van Wijk 1941).
Instead he attempted not only to subsume but in fact to
explain a great number of the sound changes of Late CS by
suggesting that two other general tendencies were operat-
ing during the last centuries of CS: 1) a tendency toward
a syllable structure of rising (or increasing) sonority —
by which he sought to accomodate both the CS "law of open
syllables" and various instances of diphthong elimination,
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including monophthongization proper as well as other modi-
fications of original diphthongs in nasals and liquids,
and the rise of prothetic consonants; and 2) a tendency
toward palatalization — including several palatalization
phenomena caused generally by post-consonantal j and, in
the case of velars, also by front vowels; further vowel
shifts of the o, y, B> e, 7, b type caused by an original
prevocalic j or by a preceding palatal affricate or frica-
tive resulting from the progressive Third Palatalization
of Velars. The same general phonological. tendencies of
Late CS and their assumed consequences van Wijk had, inci-
dentally, sketched in some detail already in his earlier
history of OCS (van Wijk 1931: 39-40, 46-80, cf. also be-
low, pp. 70-1).

It is probably fair to say that neither the princi-
ple of syllabic synharmonism, originally formulated by
Jakobson but contested by van Wijk and subsequently none-
theless providing the point of departure for yet another
attempt at finding a general structural characteristic of
CSs phonology at least during some phase of its development,
namely, that of the so-called group-phonemes, advocated by
V. K. Zuravlev (for details see further pp. 142-4), nor
the two overall tendencies just mentioned which van Wijk
suggested as having determined most of the Late CS phono-
logical restructuring can fully account for the actual
causes underlying the various changes that these princi-
ples or tendencies were meant to explain. On the other
hand, extracting, as it were, from a set of more or less
disparate sound shifts a common, shared property, not nec-
essarily reflecting causality (although perhaps hinting at
some triggering factor) but expressible in terms of some
general formula, has no doubt the purely pedagogical ad-
vantage of allowing for the structured presentation — and
hence also the memorization — of the complexities of Late
CS phonological modifications.

It is therefore not surprising that R. Nahtigal in
his concise but at the same time fairly wide-ranging in-
troduction to Slavic diachronic and comparative phonology
and morphology, Slovanski jeziki (1938; 21952), adopted
van Wijk's two general tendencies as handy headings under
which to subsume a variety of CS sound changes. Although
Nahtigal used the more traditional label "Law of open syl-
lables," his introductory remarks to this section reveal
unequivocally that what he had in mind here was van Wijk's
more comprehensive principle of increasing syllabic sonor-
ity. In addition to this section and the one on "the
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palatal character of the CS sound system," the Slovenian
Slavist treats in separate sections, inserted between the
two just mentioned "Vowel quantity and the reduced vow-
els" as well as "Accentuation," the latter to a large ex-
tent reflecting Nahtigal's own original and important, if
now partly obsolete, research in this area. A few short —
in fact, overly short — appended notes. on the CS reflexes
of IE ablaut conclude the first major portion of his book,
the one on the phonology of the prehistoric (preliterary)
period. The second equally succinct and generally well-
balanced portion contains a systematic presentation of CS
nominal and pronominal declension followed by several sec-
tions on CS conjugation. The focus in these paragraphs

is clearly on inflection, and derivational prerequisites
are largely taken for granted or discussed only in brief
outline. A number of surveys and summaries in tabular
form further serve the purpose of facilitating memoriza-
tion. The second part of the book, discussing the histor-
ical (literary) period of Slavic linguistic evolution,
though occasionally making reference to underlying CS
sounds and forms, is only of secondary import for this
progress report. Designed originally as a textbook for
students of Ljubljana University, the pedagogical merits
of this text were rightly deemed so great that transla-
tions of it were made both into German (1961) and Russian
(1963) . While not structural in its basic approach,
Nahtigal's book nonetheless incorporated also the most
important and lasting insights gained by the application
of structural, primarily Prague-phonologist, methods and
can thus, in its second, 1952 edition (and the transla-
tions made from that version), be considered highly repre-
sentative of a body of largely agreed upon general know-
ledge concerning CS phonology and (inflectional) morphol-
ogy as still prevailing in many quarters at the beginning
of the fifties.

At that time, however, another work had already be-
gun to appear which, although retaining the format of an
academic textbook, actually sums up a lifetime's intensive
preoccupation with the history and prehistory of Slavic
viewed on a comparative basis, A. Vaillant's Grammaire
comparée des langues slaves. Of its three volumes (in
five parts) which have appeared to date, the first (pub-
lished in 1950) treats phonology (preceded only by a short
general introduction), the second (in two parts, 1958)
contains the morphology of the noun (substantive) and pro-
noun (pronouns proper, adjectives, numerals, and adverbs),
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and the third (again in two parts, 1966) is devoted to the
verb (treating in three major sections verbal inflection
in general, the conjugations, and derivation and accentua-
tion). Designed as a comparative grammar in the double
sense of placing the whole of the Slavic languages in its
broader IE context as well as tracing in considerable de-
tail the divergent development of the Slavic linguistic
subgroups and individual languages throughout their re-
corded history, this is a most impressive attempt at pre-
senting a thorough and well-rounded synthesis of Slavic
diachronic phonology and morphology; it is not known at
present whether further volumes of Vaillant's monumental
work, treating syntax and lexicology, may still be forth-
coming. It goes without saying that a good portion of
Vaillant's magnum opus deals with the- reconstruction of
preliterary Slavic and its pre-Slavic antecedents. 1In
this respect his work is in the best tradition of his
teacher Meillet's Le slave commun, in the preparation of
the second, revised and augmented edition of which
Vaillant took an important and active part and which his
new comparative grammar can in large measure be said to
replace (cf. above, p. 31).

Not genuinely innovative in method but rather con-
tinuing Meillet's precise, data-oriented approach and
lucid exposition, Vaillant's text incorporates a signifi-
cant number of new facts and insights, including some
first brought to light or realized by the French Slavist
himself. Thus, for example, this is the first comprehen-
sive presentation of Comparative Slavic Linguistics in
which the results of laryngeal theory — to be sure, in its
evolutionary phase of the late forties/early fifties —
have been fully utilized. (Vaillant denotes an unspeci-
fied laryngeal by A; cf. further below, pp. 61, 115-16).

However, among novel, if not entirely original,
assumptions made by Vaillant in his treatment of the CS
vowel system are also some that give rise to certain res-
ervations. This is true, for example, of at least one as-
pect of his insistence on the a (rather than 0) timbre of
the short back vowel not only for Balto-Slavic (for, con-
trary to Meillet, Vaillant accepts the hypothesis of a
period of Balto-Slavic linguistic unity of some duration
after the disintegration of Late Common IE; cf. 1: 14-15),
but also during most of CS times (cf. 1: 106-7). True,
this tentative reconstruction of the vocalic quality, jus-
tified, it seems, primarily by the evidence of Baltic
(having the general reflex a) and by the realization that
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labialization — with concomitant raising of the tongue —
to the extent it may have occurred, was not phonemic in
CS, has gained wide acceptance. However, this should not
be confused with the claim, only cautiously hinted at by
Vaillant (and similarly, now more specifically, repeated
by Shevelov 1964: 151, 386-7) but subsequently pursued and
further developed with much vigor by Georgiev (cf. partic-
ularly Georgiev et al. 1968), that East Slavic — dialectal
and, secondarily, standard Russian as well as Belorussian —
akan'e and also some comparable (though genetically unre-
lated) phenomena elsewhere in Slavic (primarily the so-
called akan'e of some Bulgarian dialects of the Rhodope
district), conceived as archaisms, actually reflect or
even plainly preserve the CS state in this respect; for a
discussion of Georgiev's, in my view, erroneous theory,
see pp. 253-4. Also when it comes to the treatment of CS
e, for which Vaillant posits a pronunciation 'a in Balto-
Slavic (again largely on the strength of the Baltic evi-
dence), such a phonetic value is considered by him at
least as a variant also for CS with, once more, modern
dialectal evidence, said to preserve an earlier state, be-
ing invoked (cf. 1: 108-11). While it is possible, of
course, and perhaps even likely that the CS vowel tradi-
tionally denoted e (<PIE e) actually had an open articu-
lation (and hence perhaps could be rendered more adequate-
y 4 rather than e; cf. also the occasional representation
a for traditional e, in Stieber 1969/71, 1l: 25, or the deno-
tation ed for e, along with od for traditional o, in
Shevelov 1964: esp. 150-80), the positing of a CS 'a (i.e.,
supposedly of a vowel which was not only quite open but
which also was preceded by, or had some sort of on-glide
of, presumably, phonemic softness or iotation, affecting —
it must be assumed — a preceding consonant) for tradition-
al CS e seems less felicitous since it can be considered a
firmly established fact that front vowels did not as such
phonemically (but only perhaps to some degree phonetical-
ly) palatalize preceding consonants in CS. On some fur-
ther, in my opinion devious, elaboration of Vaillant's in-
terpretation of CS ¢ as 'a (or 'd by Weiher and some other
Slavists), see below, pp. 251 and 330. Generally it may be
said that Vaillant, while to be commended for having widely
adduced comparative Baltic linguistic data, handles the
evaluation of the evidence from this closely related lan-
guage group in its bearing on CS with somewhat less cir-
cumspection and insight than, for example, experienced
Baltologists like Arumaa or Stang.
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The above slightly critical remarks regarding some
points in Vaillant's treatment of CS phonology were not
intended, however, to detract from the overall unquestion-
ably great merits of his reference work. Thus, to take
another instance from the first volume on phonology, the
two concluding chapters on accentuation and morphophonemic
alternations (1: 221-308) can be regarded as truly master-
ful sketches not only ably summarizing and interpreting
the relevant facts — partly still highly controversial —
but also presenting a balanced, well-rounded account of
the problems at hand.

Vaillant's treatment of Slavic morphology, viewed
diachronically, is extremely thorough and offers occasion-
ally new, ingenious explanations, usually based on the
keen observation of a rich body of Slavic as well as cog-
nate non-Slavic linguistic data. On the other hand, not
even his broad reference to comparative IE, especially
Baltic, parallels always permits the French Slavist to
come up with new convincing solutions to old resistant
problems so that he frequently is forced to seek at least
tentative answers in line with those earlier offered by
his teacher Meillet. One such problem, still not quite
satisfactorily resolved, is, for instance, the origin of
the dative singular ending in -u of the -0 stems, said to
go back to PIE *-07 < *-0-ei, with circumflex intonation,
for which vaillant posits a hypothetic intermediate triph-
thongal stage *-uo7 in Balto-Slavic, yielding various re-
flexes in Baltic: Lith -uZ, dial. -ou, OPr -u (cf. 2, 1:
31). sSimilarly, the instrumental plural ending in -y of
the same stem class is traced back by Vaillant to PIE
*-01s8 < *-0-78 or *—5?%8, the latter in the lengthened
vowel grade of its first component (< -0 + laryngeal),
possibly representing the original instrumental singular
ending of the -0 stems; cf. Lat adv. uéro. Again Balto-
Slavic triphthongal *-uois is assumed to underlie the
Slavic reflex while East Baltic -ais here shows a devi-
ating, analogical development (cf. 2, 1: 31-2, 37-8; on
the alleged different treatment of PIE *-uoil > *-uo > PS
*-ii > -u vs. PIE *-uois > *-uoi > *-ui > -y, see also 1:
118-22, 213). The genitive singular in -y of the -a stems
does not conform, as noted by Vaillant, to the Baltic,
Greek, and Germanic evidence, all pointing to PIE *-gs (<
*_gd-es, with circumflex intonation). He therefore has to
resort to a rather far-fetched, "analogical" explanation,
suggesting that here -y is patterned after the soft coun-
terpart of -y (in this declensional class) represented by
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oCsS -(j)e, with -y (regularly developed from *-ans in the
accusative plural) extended to the nominative plural (for
expected *-a from *-as) by analogy with the generalization
of -7 in the genitive singular and nominative-accusative
plural of the feminine -7 stems (cf. 2, 1: 80-1). These
and similar cautious explanations of irregular and unex-
pected — in terms of the known phonetic development —
declensional endings do not essentially go beyond earlier
speculation, practiced with great ingenuity by Vaillant's
teacher as well as, for example, by Hujer. Yet they can
no longer fully satisfy the requirements of a more modern
concept of linguistic change, skeptical, to say the least,
of all unqualified recourse to the magic agency of analogy,
particularly where the prerequisites for its conceivable
operation are not readily discernible. More bold and
imaginative solutions to the problems of reconstructing
the pre-Slavic and Early PS declensional system, exploring
new avenues of approach, if occasionally running into some
unavoidable blind alleys, have in recent years been pro-
posed by F. V. Mare$ in a series of relevant studies (cf.
below, pp. 155-6 and 276-7).

By and large more convincing or at any rate less
controversial than his discussion of moot points in the
prehistory of Slavic declensional desinences, both nominal
and pronominal, is Vaillant's excellent exposé, scattered
over several sections and paragraphs, of the principles
and details of CS nominal derivation — a field, of course,
in which his great predecessor had already laid a solid
foundation (cf. pp. 166-7).

Considerations of space preclude a further discus-
sion and exemplification of the merits and shortcomings of
Vaillant's impressive reference work. It should only be
added that his relatively recent (1966) treatment of the
diachronic morphology of the Slavic verb (3, 1-2), while
based to a large extent on Stang's relevant findings and
conclusions of 1942 (see pp. 159-61 and 170), but treat-
ing the attested evolution of the verb system in greater
detail and, in general, giving a more systematic and com-
plete presentation, is rich in subtle observations and
acute insights, utilizing, among other things, the newest
achievements of Comparative IE Linguistics, especially in
the field of laryngeal theory and Slavic-Hittite (or, more
generally, Balto-Slavic-Anatolian) comparative studies;
notice, for example, the comparison of the Slavic thematic
verb inflection with the denominative -4%7 conjugation
attested in Hittite (3, 1: 20-1 and passim); on the
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significance of the Hittite evidence for Slavic, see espe-
cially also Ivanov 1957 and 1965 (discussed below, pp.
67-8, 224).

On the whole, then, there can be little doubt that
Vaillant's Grammaire comparée is to date the most impor-
tant comprehensive reference work of its kind, covering
the full range of diachronic Slavic phonology and morphol-
ogy. Fairly traditional in approach, it is extremely rich
in factual data, generally up-to-date with the accomplish-
ments of recent (if, for obvious reasons, not always with
current) relevant scholarship, but it usually shuns new,
boldly exploratory explanations of heretofore insuffi-
ciently understood developments and does not offer any
radical reinterpretations resulting from the application
of any fundamentally novel methods or techniques in lin-
guistic research.

Also conventional, though continuing a different
tradition of Slavic linguistic studies, and equally solid
is another, more succinct textbook of Comparative Slavic
Linguistics which began to appear in the early sixties,

H. Brauer's Slavische Sprachznssenschaft, published in the
well-known GOschen series of condensed outlines. Trained
in the late neogrammarian vein of his teacher, the leading
German Slavist M. Vasmer, and consonant with the general
makeup of the Gschen précis, Briduer has managed to cram a
surprisingly large amount of thoughtfully commentated lin-
guistic data into the three slim volumes that have so far
appeared (1. Einleitung, Lautlehre, 1961; 2. Formenlehre,
part 1; 3. Formenlehre, part 2, both treating the substan-
tive and published in 1969). A general characteristic of
his presentation, again in keeping with the overall goal
of the particular series in which it appears, is that
Brduer has reduced to an absolute minimum the discussion
of such issues of Comparative Slavic Linguistics as must
still be considered to some extent controversial so that
whatever has been included in his text bears the stamp of
solid and unquestionable fact. As for forms and especial-
ly endings, difficult to explain in terms of the assumed
regular sound changes, the reader is left with the impres-
sion that all available alternative solutions, briefly
discussed, have been exhausted. To be sure, this makes
his work reliable and instructive reading for the newcomer
to the field (and also the more advanced Slavist will
profit from finding a multitude of interesting, carefully
selected data in Brauer's introduction), but, by the same
token, it lacks to a large extent the challenge and
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interest that only a confrontation of previously unex-
plained or disputed, though well-documented phenomena with
more or less ingenious new theories or hypotheses to ac-
count for them can arouse. When studying Brauer, the en-
gaged reader is therefore hardly given a real opportunity
to evaluate the explanatory power of the suggested inter-
pretation.

Contrary to Vaillant's text, which (following Meil-
let's and other French linguists' example) contained only
an extremely limited selection of bibliographical refer-
ences, Briduer, continuing an established German tradition
(adhered to, for example, also by Arumaa), offers a broad
and varied range of titles, noticeably deficient only in
his coverage of early structural (Prague-phonologist) work
on CS. Also, while Vaillant presented his readers merely
with the bare minimum of general background information
regarding the- place of Slavic among the IE languages, the
relationships between Slavic and contiguous language
groups (including unrelated ones like Finno-Ugric and
Altaic), the temporal and spatial bounds of CS, and the
divergent development and grouping of the various Slavic
languages, Briuer — like Arumaa (both linguists in this
respect further pursuing the scholarly concerns of their
teacher Vasmer) — opens his survey with a fairly detailed
discussion of these issues. As for the controversial
problem of the original homeland of the Slavs, the German
scholar adopts Vasmer's pertinent view in slightly modi-
fied form, allowing for some flexibility as to the western
(and northwestern) boundaries of the primitive Slavs by
taking into account, in particular, recent findings of
Polish linguists and prehistorians (Lehr-Spawinski,
Utaszyn, Kostrzewski, Czekanowski, Moszyhski; cf. 1: 29-
32).

While Briuer's textbook is designed both as an in-
troduction to the prehistory of Slavic and to the histori-
cal development of the various Slavic languages, the em-
phasis in his treatment of phonology is particularly on
CS; pre-Slavic reconstructions, corroborated by compara-
tive IE evidence, play rather a subsidiary role, providing
merely a point of departure, and the divergent development
of attested Slavic is sketched in rough outline only. In
the parts on morphology, available to date, the focus is
less predominantly on CS (any morphological reshaping in
the course of CS being less evident and conclusions in
this respect therefore largely conjectural), and a proper
balance between the discussion of the preliterary phases
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of Slavic and that of the recorded periods in the evolu-
tion of the separate Slavic tongues is maintained. Yet
also the historically attested phenomena and developments
are frequently viewed in relation to the assumed (Late) CS
stage — that is, as either retentions, perhaps-with some
minor modifications, or innovations. Among the former,
the Slavic vestiges of archaic IE declensional types (rem-
nants of original consonantal stems, including hetero-
clites), in particular, have received succinct but apt
treatment (cf. 3: 99-112). In his discussion of the con-
troversial origin of certain declensional endings (such as
those of the previously mentioned genitive singular of the
-a stems or dative singular and instrumental plural of the
-0 stems) Brduer's judgment is usually more guarded and
noncommittal than that of, say, Vaillant (cf. 2: 22, 27,
103-4). The German Slavist's traditional, if not to say
somewhat old-fashioned, approach becomes apparent by the
fact that he has not found it necessary to posit, in his
presentation of the underlying PIE vowel system, including
its modifications by qualitative and quantitative ablaut,
any laryngeals (or even one general unspecified laryngeal),
but continues to operate with the conventional schwa indo-
germanicum (2; cf. 1l: 66-9, 160-2). It will be interest-
ing to see whether Br3uer will see fit to avoid introduc-
ing the laryngeal(s) also in his forthcoming discussion of
CS accentuation.

CS (as well as pre-Slavic) linguistic — including
lexical — structure is also taken into account to a con-
siderable degree in the 1966 introduction to Comparative
Slavic Linguistics coauthored by a team of Ukrainian lin-
guists headed by O. S. Mel'nyluk, Vstup do porivnjal 'no-
istorydnoho vyviennja slov'jans 'kyx mov; cf. especially
the following sections on: the place of Slavic in the IE
language family and the PS homeland (16-21), CS phonology
(26-79) , substantival word formation in CS (113-25), ad-
jectival word formation in CS (175-9), formation of numer-
als in CS (196-9), adverbs in CS (205-6), verbal word
formation in CS (214-27), substantival declension in PIE
and CS (256-71), pronominal declension in PIE and CS (279-
85), adjectival declension in PIE and CS (288-92), grada-
tion in PIE and CS (299-300), declension of numerals in CS
(302-3), conjugation in CS (310-23), CS vocabulary (500-
35); many interspersed comments on CS sentence structure
are also found in the section on syntax (335-499). While
generally reliable and well-documented, this is, however,
on the whole, a fairly traditional treatment of CS (and
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pre-Slavic) data.

A fortunate combination of Vasmer's basic methodo-
logical principle of letting the facts speak for them-
selves (largely adhered to, e.g., by Brduer) and the
Prague-phonologist approach (in the definitive formula-
tion given it by Trubeckoj) can be found in the first part
of a new outline of Slavic Comparative Grammar, Z. Stie-
ber's Zarys gramatyki porbwnawczej jezykdw stowiafiskich.
Fonologia, published in 1969 and appropriately dedicated
to the memory of Vasmer. As I have in some detail re-
viewed the great merits and few shortcomings of Stieber's
comparative Slavic phonology elsewhere (cf. Birnbaum
1971b), I can confine myself here to merely giving a brief
characterization of his text, which follows the methodo-
logical approach adopted with much success by the same
linguist in his outline of Polish diachronic phonology,
already a classic. Crammed into only eighty-two pages,
this is a highly condensed but nonetheless exceptionally
lucid treatment of primarily CS and Early Slavic phonology
(i.e., roughly up to the 13th century), providing merely a
few sketchy comments on the subsequent developments of
Slavic vocalism (post-13th century) and consonantism
(after ca. 1000 A. D.). The hypothetical state of Early
CS (PS) serves as the point of departure for Stieber's
succinct discussion. Thus, sound shifts believed to have
occurred in a period preceding the Slavic linguistic evo-
lution proper (i.e., in a conceivable period of Common
Balto-Slavic or in dialectally marked Late PIE) are here
.only summarily mentioned or even omitted altogether, de-
spite the fact that some of these changes provide the very
criteria on the basis of which the emergence of a uniquely
Slavic language can be posited. As in Brduer's outline,
the amount of data and theory susceptible to ‘varying in-
terpretation is kept to an absolute minimum. In some in-
stances, notably as regards the treatment of prosodic
phenomena (62-5), this self-imposed reticence has forced
Stieber to limit his observations to an extent hardly al-
lowing him to discuss even the most basic, if disputed,
issues of CS accentology. Unlike Brduer, Stieber does not
avoid offering new, often original explanations of well-
known (but, actually, so far poorly understood) CS phenom-
ena and data, deliberately limiting himself, however, to
propounding only such theories as can be proven by facts
and refraining from other hypotheses that as yet cannot be
substantiated by incontestable evidence. In theorizing —
but not speculating! — about CS phonology Stieber has
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acknowledgedly been influenced particularly by Shevelov's
monumental text of 1964 (cf. pp. 94-100, below); yet his
own treatment, rich-in original ideas and conclusions, can
by no means merely be considered an abridged or in some
points modified version of Shevelov's thought-provoking
and detailed reference work. In an article published a
‘few years earlier and preliminary to his own textbook, the
Polish- Slavist has indicated his assessment of some of the
-most important recent accomplishments in Comparative Slav-
ic Linguistics, singling out, in particular, a number of
newly suggested interpretations and solutions by Shevelov
(cf. Stieber 1967).

Like Brduer's text (and Arumaa's grammar) Stieber's
treatment of phonology is preceded by an introduction in
which he briefly discusses the presumed location of the
original homeland of the Slavs, cautiously adhering to the
western theory of the Polish school, placing the earliest
ascertainable habitat of the Slavs somewhere north of the
Carpathians and Sudetes between the Oder basin in the west
and the central and upper Dnieper in the east. He then
proceeds to outline the first expansionary moves of the
Slavs, critically reassessing earlier theories about the
primary dialectal split into a western and eastern (subse-
quently eastern and southern) dialect group of CS, to
trace the further migrations of the Slavs and their lin-
guistic, including ethno- and toponymic, vestiges, and to
describe briefly the three traditional subgroups of Slavic.
Included in the introduction is further a survey of the
first recorded evidence of Slavic, mentioning, in addition
to the linguistically controversial Freising Fragments and
the still earlier entries of Slavic pilgrims' and visi-
tors' names in the ancient Evangeliary of Cividale, par-
ticularly also the Kiev Leaflets concerning which he reit-
erates his previously stated (and since contested) view
that this text constitutes a specimen closely reflecting
the 9th/10th century Slavic vernacular of Pannonia rather
‘than, as is traditionally assumed, representing Macedo-
Bulgarian OCS with an admixture of Early Czech-Moravian
elements (see also Stieber 1971).

In the strictly phonological sections of his book
Stieber suggests, for good reasons it seems, a number of
new, generally fairly late chronologies for several CS
sound shifts hitherto usually held to have occurred rather
early in the CS period. This applies, for example, to the
rise of the so-called reduced vowels (b, b < i, u), as-
signed by Stieber to the 8th century A. D. (28-30), the
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various monophthongizations, dated by him to the 5th/6th
centuries (23-5), and in particular to the Palatalizations
of Velars. The First Palatalization is said to have still
been fully in effect in the 3rd/4th centuries during the
Gothic-Slavic. symbiosis and to have ceased to operate only
by the following two centuries (66-8). The (regressive)
Second Palatalization is said not to have been carried out
completely in’CS since, as indicated by dialectal evidence
gathered particularly from the northwest and the east of
the Russian linguistic territory, forms with unshifted as
well as only partly shifted consonant (k’, etc. and t',
etc., respectively) are known to have persisted; the Sec-
ond Palatalization is therefore dated by him to approxi-
mately the 6th/7th centuries (73). On other points, espe-
cially as pertains to the CS vowel system, Stieber adopts
a sound original or generally modern view. Thus, based on
his own previous research, he posits an intermediary stage
(denoted w) for the vowel shift #; > y (23; cf. also Stie-
ber 1963); he now accepts the notion, most recently advo-
cated by me (cf. Birnbaum 1963), that the CS nasal vowels
cannot be assigned phonemic status but must be considered
allophones of sound combinations of the type AN (eN, oN);
and he shares the now rather commonly embraced view that
the timbre of the CS short back vowel presumably was a.
(However, this CS a is said to have generally shifted to o
in Early Slavic of the 9th/10th centuries. Thus, Stieber
rightly, in my opinion, rejects the theory that Russian
and Belorussian akan'e be interpreted as an archaism, al-
legedly preserving the CS pronunciation; cf. 18-20, 30.)

Among other keen observations and cogent arguments
found in Stieber's text may be mentioned his insistence on
the significance of the minimal acoustic-perceptual dif-
ference between k', g' and t’, d' (in his discussion of
the reflexes of CS t' < ¢j, kt', d' <dj; 77) and his com-
ment that, while voiced and voiceless consonants are pho-
nemically distinguished in Slavic only by the feature
voiced/unvoiced, they are phonetically (subphonemically)
differentiated also by the tenuis/lenis (tense/lax) oppo-
sition. It is this second difference that is said to have
triggered the further partial development of voiced affri-
cates to fricatives (3 >2, 3 >4, 3 >2) as well as the
spatially restricted shift g > (y >) h (80-1, 89). Stie-
ber's acute revealing of common factors underlying seem-
ingly disparate sound changes in CS and Early Slavic runs
largely parallel with the reasoning independently proposed
by Andersen (1969).
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Part two, issue one, of Stieber's Zarys published in
1971, treating nominal inflection, is as condensed and
terse a presentation as the secions of part one on pho-
nology. Yet the basic approach here is essentially a dif-
ferent one due, above all, to the very difference in the
interpretability of the data itself. While the phonolog-
ical evidence would allow making valid inferences also re-
garding relatively remote stages in the development of the
CS protolanguage by applying the techniques of the com-
parative method as well as those of internal reconstruc-
tion (resorting, in addition, to early Slavic linguistic
evidence and to the data of closely related language
groups, also to direct — extraneous, as it were — clues
provided by loan word material and toponymic data for the
establishment of chronologies, both absolute and relative,
of various sound shifts), such or similar procedures can
hardly be followed when it comes to reconstructing morpho-
logical changes. Here, only the last preliterary stage of
the already disintegrating CS form system can be restored
on the basis of the pertinent evidence found in the earli-
est Slavic texts, especially OCS and 0ld Russian. At
best, this reconstructed morphological structure can then
be related, wherever possible, to the hypothetical proto-
forms of Late PIE as suggested by a comparison with match-
ing data of a number of ancient and/or archaic IE lan-
guages. Thus, generally speaking, in CS morphology only
two distinctly separate stages can be reconstructed with
some degree of certainty: the fairly complete system of
Late CS forms, directly traceable from Early Slavic re-
corded data, and, on the other hand, the only partially
recoverable point of departure for many of these Late CS
forms in a remote Early PS or even pre-Slavic (Balto-
Slavic, Late PIE) past. Stieber, in his comparative
treatment of the Slavic declension, has chosen to focus
almost exclusively on the Late CS situation and to follow
in some detail the development of nominal (and pronominal)
inflection in the various Slavic language groups and indi-
vidual languages almost up to the present. As an intro-
duction to a major segment of the morphology of CS proper
this part of his textbook is therefore but of limited val-
ue, especially as his few, unsystematic references to the
ascertainable Late PIE protoforms underlying the Late CS
data hardly ever deviate from, or go substantially beyond,
standard knowledge of Late PIE or its pre-Slavic (Balto-
Slavic) dialect group. This is not to be construed as a
criticism against Stieber's discussion of the Slavic
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declensional system but merely by way of comment, pointing
out that, due to its particular emphasis, this portion of
his text has much less to offer for the study of CS than
his comparative treatment of Slavic phonology including
its preliterary phase.

Among the controversial issues of CS, and partly
also PIE, morphology where Stieber's position deserves at-
tention (whether one agrees with him or not) at least a
few may be mentioned here for exemplification purposes.
Thus, for instance, in discussing the origin and early de-
velopment of the differentiation of gender, the Polish
linguist tentatively advances the hypothesis (10) that the
primitive speaker of PIE in a distant past may have con-
ceived of all objects in his environment as animate, as-
signing to them (largely arbitrarily, it seems) masculine,
feminine, and neuter gender. While such a hypothesis ap-
pears indeed plausible (though hardly provable), it could,
on the other hand, also be argued that only the masculine
and feminine genders of PIE actually reflect an earlier
category of animation, whereas it is precisely the neuter
gender that continues, although probably not exclusively,
an original category of inanimate objects (in addition to
including various living creatures not specified for gen-
der or rather originally not identified with natural sex).
It therefore seems at least possible that the gender sub-
dichotomy of animate vs. inanimate, found in Slavic from
the very beginning of its attestation, is not in fact
merely a general Early Slavic (i.e., post-CS) innovation,
as suggested by Stieber (15), but may in some way also be
related to a PIE initial bipartition of a similar kind.

The ending -b in the nominative singular of the old
-0 stems is explained by Stieber as rather due to analogy
with that of the old -% stems ( < *-#is) even though he at
least considers the possibility of a phonetic development
*-0s > -b (along with *-0m > *-0n > -b in the accusative
singular; cf. 12, 22). As keenly noted by the Polish
Slavist in this context, the hypothesis of a morphologi-
cal-analogical rather than phonetic development seems to
be corroborated here by, among other things, the introduc-
tion into the -jO stem declension of the ending -ju (or
its earlier form) in the vocative singular, an ending
originally belonging to the -jii stems, extinct, it seems,
already in the CS period. Interesting is, moreover, Stie-
ber's observation (81l) that the West Slavic inflectional
type represented by P dobrego, dobremu, Cz-Slk dobrého,
dobrému, etc., is a further development of the CS long

52



adjectival forms *dobrajego, *dobrujemu (found and partly
modlfled in OCS and Bulgarian), as indicated by the long
-&- of Czecho-Slovak (cf. also dial. P dobrégo) pointing
to contraction ( < -gje-, -uje-, following the elimination
of intervocalic -Jj-) rather than to pronominal origin as
in East Slavic (-ogo, -omu; cf. togo, tomu), with the in-
terpretation of the adjectival inflection in NW South
Slavic (Serbo-Croatian, Slovene) being more complex. Ex-
cept for the CS forms *tysgtja, *tysgtja for the numeral
'thousand', assumed by Stieber (100), parallel, if not
original, forms in -7 must be posited, as indicated by
both Slavic and comparative IE evidence (cf. OCS tysg3ti/
tysest”p Lith tukstantts, dial. tukstuntis, Goth pusundi
<Gmc *Pus-hundz < PIE *tiis— k'mtZ). Unjustified seems
Stieber's skepticism as to the CS character of present ac-
tive participles of the type OCS idy, védy (104-5), par-
ticularly since his own explanation of some of the parti-
cipial forms in -a (OCz nesa, bera, OR moga, 3iva) as
solely due to analogy with the soft type (in -¢ and its
reflexes), with only five isolated instances of rzeka
(graphically reca) in the earliest Old Polish text alleg-
edly unexplained, is not necessarily quite convincing; cf.
also below, pp. 145 and 157-8.

Characterized by the same unprejudiced, sober reex-
amination of the available linguistic data as his earlier
writings (notably his textbooks), Stieber in part two of
his outline of Slavic comparative grammar primarily dis-
cusses, as was already mentioned, problems of the develop-
ment of the Slavic declensional patterns from Late CS
through the historical period. He therefore has been able
to avoid taking a stand on such major, as yet unresolved
or only tentatively settled, questions as the origin of
the ending -u of the dative singular of the original -0
stems, of the ending -y of the instrumental plural of the
same stem class, or of the ending -y of the genitive sin-
gular of the former -a stems (given the firmly recon-
structed PIE case endings of these forms) or as that of
the precise relationship of CS (j)azb 'I' to PIE *eg'ho (m),
possibly with a variant *eg'hom, underlying the Slavic
form, to mention just a few examples. That his interpre-
tation of the Late CS and Early Slavic developments and
his occasional comments on the prehistory of the Late CS
declension, although mostly suggestive and well argued,
can also give rise to some doubts was shown by the sam-
pling of a few controversial instances briefly discussed
here.
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Contrary to the German tradition (of Arumaa and
Brauer) and also, for example, to the rich documentation
found in Shevelov, Stieber does not offer even a selected
bibliography. While this procedure may be understandable
in view of the purpose for which his textbook was designed
(and also, perhaps, can be explained in terms of his pro-
fessed preference for extreme succinctness), it nonethe-
less somewhat reduces the usefulness of his book as a tool
for research and independent study. The disadvantage for
the initiated reader will not be overly great, however; he
will be able to sort out the broad hints and vague refer-
ences to previous and contemporary scholarship and to
translate them into concrete titles and bibliographical
data. The less advanced student of Comparative Slavic
Linguistics, on the other hand, will have to rely on the
word of the author. This he can do, in most cases, with-
out too much hesitation for this is an excellent introduc-
tion to the field, some very minor deficiencies notwith-
standing. There is every reason to assume that its sequel
will be of the same overall high quality in substance as
well as in approach and style of exposition. (Part two,
issue three, treating verbal inflection has since ap-
peared — in 1973 — and will be discussed in the companion
volume to this one, scheduled to appear in 1978 and provid-
ing an updating of the present research report through
1977.) For a brief statement of the Polish Slavist's view
of the earliest Slavic dialectal differences, see further
Stieber 1968b (in Polish and French variants).

In addition to the various treatments of Comparative
Slavic Linguistics reviewed here, there are of course oth-
ers, some of considerable merit, which would deserve men-
tion. This applies, in particular, to the following
texts: R. Trautmann 1947, M. Braun 1947, W. J. Entwistle
and W. A. Morison 1949, T. Lehr-Sp*awinhski, W. Kuraszkie-
wicz, and F. Stawski 1954, R. Jakobson 21955, K. Horilek
1955, 21962, N. A. KondraSov 21962, and S. IvZié 1970.
However, these as well as some further texts designed for
a similar purpose do not, by and large, substantially add
to our knowledge of CS beyond that conveyed in the above
discussed works.

Trautmann's introduction focuses on the various sub-
groups (South, West, East Slavic) and the languages con-
stituting them and touches only very briefly on the prob-
lems of CS, adopting van Wijk's view of a few major ten-
dencies dominating the restructuring of its phonological
system (15-17). Braun's text treats CS in somewhat
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greater detail (14-22) without, however, imparting any
particularly important new insights. Interesting, if not
fully convincing, is his grouping of the Late CS dialects
(and their successor languages) into two initial units,
one cis-Carpathian and one trans-Carpathian. The compara-
tive treatment of Russian and the Slavonic Languages by
Entwistle and Morison discusses the general aspects of
"Balto-Slavonic and Proto-Slavonic" in a separate chapter
(IT: 50-9), establishing a firm but questionable periodi-
zation on the basis of rather definite (though, in fact,
highly disputable) chronologies ("Primitive Slavonic,"
"Early Proto-Slavonic," "Middle Proto-Slavonic,” "Late
Proto-Slavonic"). The adduced illustrative data, both
Slavic and comparative IE, is generally accurate and in-
structive. Lumped together with OCS ("0ld Bulgarian," in
the British scholars' terminology) is a long chapter on CS
"Sounds," "Forms and Their Uses," and "Words" (IV: 71-170),
providing a fairly comprehensive and reliable account of
the respective data covered. However, not all of the gen-
erously offered explanations of underlying causes will
withstand critical evaluation, and the occasional failure
to clearly distinguish between reconstructed CS and at-
tested Early Slavic (primarily, though not exclusively,
0Cs) adds to blurring the emerging overall picture. Par-
ticularly useful is the section on lexicology ("Words"),
focusing on early borrowings and word formation.

Jakobson's Slavie Languages is, as suggested by the
subtitle of his booklet, an extremely condensed survey,
tersely restating his fundamental views on Slavic linguis-
tic diachrony. A short section on "Protoslavic; Expan-
sions" (4-5) identifies the earliest specifics of Slavic
(in contrast to other IE languages) and provides basic
background information. The sections on "Comparative Pho-
nology" (13-17, also reprinted together with the first
section on "Protoslavic" in Jakobson 1962: 413-17) and
"Comparative Grammar" (17-21, now reprinted in Jakobson
1971: 115-18) sketch in brief outline the evolution of
Slavic diachronic phonology, morphology, and syntax as
conceived (and partly in much greater detail treated else-
where) by the leading American Slavist (cf. pp. 85-8,
below). The introductory text by the Polish team of lin-
guists mentioned above (with the section on CS authored by
Lehr-Sptawifiski) , the one by Hordlek, and the one by Kon-
drasov, all provide valuable, partly detailed, information
also on Cs without, however, essentially going beyond a
traditional treatment of the subject.
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In the classical neogrammarian tradition, and today
therefore primarily of historical interest, is finally
also the posthumous textbook Slavenska poredbena gramatika
by S. IvSi¢ (edited and in terms of references slightly
updated by J. Vrana and R. Kati&i&) giving a fairly de-
tailed account of CS phonology, morphology, and — though
less completely — syntax as well as the further modifica-
tions of these subsystems in the various Slavic languages,
especially. Serbo-Croatian. While amply testifying to the
Croatian linguist's vast erudition, lucid style, and pro-
found insight (given the state of methodological progress
and factual knowledge attained roughly during the first
third of our century) this, consequently, must be consid-
ered a book largely obsolete already at the time of its
first appearance. Only some particular sections, notably
those on Slavic accentuation, one of the chief research
interests of the author and even today a matter of much
controversy,  retain a good deal of their original topical-
ity (cf. 150-78, chapters XI-XIII, on accentuation in gen-
eral, CS accentuation, and the accent system of Serbo-
Croatian — the latter being the text of a much noted Iv3ié
lecture of .1953, integrated by the editors with the rest
of the author's lecture scripts of essentially a consid-
erably earlier date).

2.3. Indo-European Grammar and Dialectology; Prehistory
of Common Slavic. Turning now to some major comprehensive
treatments of Comparative IE Linguistics, it should be
noted that neither the detailed, authoritative codifica-
tion of the IE linguistic material according to the neo-
grammarian doctrine undertaken jointly by K. Brugmann and
B. Delbriick in their monumental Grundriss der vergleichen-
den Grammatik der indogermanischen Sprachen (2nd edition
of the first two volumes: volume I — introduction and
phonology, volume II — morphology, by Brugmann, 1897-1916;
volumes III-V — syntax, by Delbrick, 1893-1900, with vol-
umes IIT and IV partly superseded, however, by Brugmann's
2nd edition of volume II), nor the 1904 abridged one-
volume version, based on the five-volume set, by K. Brug-
mann alone, Kurze vergleichende Grammatik der indoger-
manischen Sprachen, while rich in data also from Slavic
(notably 0OCS) and Baltic (notably Lithuanian), contain any
crucial information or discussion essentially going beyond
data and theory found, to some extent, already in Mik-
losich's broadly designed reference work of Comparative
Slavic Linguistics. The latter, it is true, was still
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conceived in the pre-neogrammarian vein. Nor does Brug-
mann's work contain any information not also found, though
in greater detail of course, in Vondrak's comparative
grammar of Slavic which, on the other hand, fully adhered
to the methodological principles proclaimed by the neo-
grammarians (cf. above). More immediately, the treatment
and assessment of Slavic (and Baltic) material, viewed in
its overall IE context, as presented in Brugmann's (and
Delbriick's) reference works, reflect the intimate know-
ledge and keen evaluation of such data by a close fellow-
neogrammarian of the Leipzig School and a then leading
Slavist, A. Leskien, laid down in his historically tinged
textbooks of Lituanian (1919b), OCS (cf. Leskien, 1919a;
81962), and Serbo-Croatian (1914), and in a number of spe-
cialized monographs and articles concerned with Balto-
Slavic Linguistics.

The large-scale reference work designed to replace
the neogrammarian edifice of Comparative IE Linguistics at
least in the German-speaking world, H. Hirt's strongly
opinionated Indogermanische Grammatik (in seven volumes,
1927-37), while no doubt challenging and intriguing in
areas of its author's special scholarly concerns, primari-
ly ablaut and accentuation (in which field Hirt's theories
were fully superseded only by Kury*owicz 1952, 21958a,
1956, 1968a), does not, generally speaking, represent any
real advancement over Brugmann's or, when it comes to
Slavic, Leskien's findings and utilization of the relevant
linguistic evidence. In any case,.for the progress of re-
constructing CS, Hirt's work is, for all intents and pur-
poses, negligible.

The same is definitely not the case, on the other
hand, with A. Meillet's magistral outline of Comparative
IE Linguistics, Introduction a Ll'étude comparative des
langues indoeuropéennes (1903, 8th, posthumous edition,
1937), a brilliant condensation of this great and many-
sided Indo-Europeanist's compounded research in which, in-
cidentally, the Slavic component provided one of the cor-
nerstones. Still, having summed up his findings and
thinking on CS linguistic structure in greater detail in a
work specifically devoted to that subject (Meillet 1924;
cf. above), Meillet's Introduction does not, in terms both
of factual data and its interpretation, add substantially
to his own more complete treatment of the reconstructed
-Slavic evidence, but merely provides a wider.framework in-
to which hypothetic CS can be integrated. Moreover, for
the student of IE linguistics not primarily concerned with
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Slavic, the more broadly comparative approach of the In-
troduction, adducing a limited amount of carefully select-
ed relevant and reliable Slavic data along with evidence
from a number of other IE language groups, may present a
certain (at least practical) advantage.

V. Pisani's Glottologia indeuropea (31961), placing
particular emphasis on Greek and Latin and arranging its
subject matter predominantly in tripartite sections treat-
ing, in this order, IE, Greek, and Latin, naturally does
not focus on Slavic but does, as shown also by the numer-
ous OCS ("Old Bulgarian") items listed in the appended
word index, take into account Slavic data as reflected in
its earliest literary attestation.

Also the best among recent outlines of Comparative
IE Linguistics, O Szemerényi's Einfilhrung in die ver-
gleichende Sprachwissenschaft (1970), treating primarily
phonology (including morphophonemics) and morphology and
applying largely contemporary methods of diachronic lin-
guistics, adduces a considerable amount of Slavic (mostly
OCS) and Baltic (mostly Lituanian) evidence and is im-
pressively up-to-date in its broadly selected bibliograph-
ical references. Critical about Kurylowicz's interpreta-
tion of some phenomena of Balto-Slavic accentuation as to
a large extent being due to secondary developments, i.e.,
as supposedly not immediately traceable to any PIE origins
(71-4, cf. also below), Szemerényi's own treatment of ab-
laut (76-87) is perhaps partly overly traditional and
therefore does not take into account certain recently
gained insights into some of the submechanisms of IE vowel
alternation (cf., e.g., so-called Schwebeablaut, explored
by Anttila 1969). A revised English edition of Szeme-
rényi's generally excellent and most useful introduction
is presently in preparation.

Both volumes, published to date, of the new Indoger-
manische Grammatik (under the general editorship of J.
Kurytowicz) designed to replace the controversial and, in
fact, inadequate IE grammar by Hirt are of immediate bear-
ing also on some crucial aspects of CS. The second volume
(Akzent, Ablaut 1968), which appeared first and is au-
thored by Kuryowicz, summarizes the leading Polish Indo-
Europeanist's relevant research, previously set forth in
two bulky monographs (cf. Kurylowicz 1952, 21958; 195e6),
adding only a few minor modifications and tightening the
exposition for the purpose of textbook presentation. While
Kury*owicz's treatment of IE accentuation and specifically
his interpretations of Balto-Slavic accentology (regarded
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by him as not directly relatable to the prosodic patterns
of PIE) have not gained complete or even particularly wide
acceptance, there can be little doubt that his new, struc-
tural approach to the many intricate problems involved —
definitely breaking with the neogrammarian as well as some
other, post-neogrammarian yet traditionalist attempts to
handle them — represents a tremendous advance over previ-
ous directions of relevant research and has already yield-
ed highly significant, novel insights into the moving
forces which underlie the overt patterns of IE, including
Balto-Slavic, accentuation. It is a different question,
of course, whether all solutions proposed by Kury*owicz to
account for the whole of IE accentology will ultimately
stand up to critical scrutiny.

After discussing in the first sections of the intro-
duction to the accentological portion of his book the con-
ceptual and definitional prerequisites adopted, viewing
accentuation as a phonological means utilized in morphol-
ogy, i.e., as a phenomenon of morphophonemics in the broad
sense, and briefly characterizing the nature of intonation
(pitch) as divisibility (analyzability) of the long core
of a syllable (i.e., a long vowel or a diphthong) into two
morae of which one is stressed (. = falling pitch, & =
rising pitch), Kuryiowicz in the following devotes a long
chapter (IV) to "The special development of Balto-Slavic.”
Strictly speaking, the term Balto-Slavic is here slightly
inappropriate-and ought to be qualified as including, in
addition, Baltic and Slavic as separate units, since the
Polish linguist assumes two distinct prehistoric develop-
ments of stress and pitch of considerable duration and
complexity in each of the two language groups subsequent
to an initial phase of shared Balto-Slavic accentual evo-
lution. Here is not the place, of course, to even attempt
to summarize the Polish comparatist's theory of Balto-
Slavic prosody. Suffice it to say that it comprises one
of two, partly conflicting, conceptions of CS accentology
deserving serious consideration today, the'other one be-
longing to Chr. Stang (cf. Stang 1957b; see also below pp.
117-19) . Whereas Greek prosody can be interpreted as a
further development of the accentual system prevailing in
PIE, more closely reflected in Vedic, the patterns of
stress and pitch found in Baltic and Slavic cannot, ac-
cording to Kuryiowicz, be directly related to the IE sys-
tem. The Polish comparatist considers the rise of phone-
mic pitch in Balto-Slavic a result of the shifting back of
the stress from word-medial to word-initial syllables
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(while in. Greek it is said to be conditioned by prehis-
toric vowel contractions). Vowel quantity is believed to
have played a crucial role here as the stress was retrac-
ted only from word-medial short vowels (and diphthongs)
and phonemic pitch (acute intonation) appears in first
syllables with long vocalism. Thus, in word-initial posi-
tion a phonemic opposition is said to have obtained by
which new and old stress are contrasted as acute vs. cir-
cumflex intonation, respectively. Word-medial syllables
with long vocalism carry merely phonetic (subphonemic)
acute intonation, not contrasting with circumflex which is
inadmissible in this position. The incompatability of the
Greek and Balto-Slavic intonation systems is said to be
borne out by the fact that phonemic pitch oppositions are
limited in Greek to the word-final syllable where, on the
other hand, intonational distinctions are neutralized in
Balto-Slavic, and that in Greek falling pitch is the
marked member of the correlation while in Balto-Slavic it
is rising pitch that is marked. The shortening of long
diphthongs (€7 > ei, ér > er, etc.) led to (phonemic) in-
tonability of all (short) diphthongs (87 : eZ, ér :e?, etc.,
diphthongs with falling pitch representing original short
diphthongs). Subsequently Kuryiowicz goes on to discuss
the function of intonation and stress in various morpho-
logical categories (of nominal inflection, composition,
and derivation, verbal inflection and derivation). 1In
describing and analyzing this function he heavily relies
on phonological and morphological (as well as, to some ex-
tent, semantic) types and patterns, in part conceived and
coined by himself, such as oxytone (marginal) : barytone
(columnal) fixed stress as opposed to mobile stress, non-
motivated (primary) : motivated (secondary, derived) forma-
tions, strong : weak cases, etc. As for the controversial
stress shift rule known as "Saussure's law" (though more
appropriately to be labeled "Leskien-Saussure's law"),
Kuryiowicz, like Saussure (but contrary to Fortunatov who
misread parallel surface realizations as implementations
of identical underlying factors), restricts the applicabi-
lity of this low-level rule to Lithuanian while giving it
a new and quite different interpretation; according to
Kury*owicz, primary here is the shortening of certain
word-final long vowels, and the shifting of the stress to
the last syllable is merely a corollary of the vowel
shortening. As a result, acute (being the marked member
of the intonation correlation) is in Lithuanian — at least
phonemically — reversed to equal the mora sequence Clo (as

60



opposed to Balto-Slavic <) with an automatic reversion
of circumflex intonation from Balto-Slavic <. to T
This reinterpretation of "Saussure's law," here briefly
summarized, has become the subject of much controversy and
misunderstanding. Other, perhaps equally significant re-
evaluations of known Balto-Slavic or Baltic and Slavic
prosodic phenomena, proposed by Kurytowicz, cannot be sur-
veyed here for lack of space.

As is well known, the morphophonemic mechanism sub-
sumed under the term ablaut, qualitative as well as quan-
titative, is closely connected with prosodic phenomena,
particularly in Balto-Slavic. Thus, acute intonation is
here frequently an indirect reflex of a lost laryngeal
(erH or erg:>ér > ér, etc.). Apophonic alternations play
an important role also in Balto-Slavic, and Kuryowicz,
the originator of the "laryngeal theory" (based on Hittite
evidence first properly interpreted by him following
purely theoretical assumptions made previously by Saus-
sure), has contributed many new insightful comments also
on the Balto-Slavic data. By and large it is less the
qualitative ablaut (e/0, etc.) that presents a problem in
Slavic even if this alternation, too, is well represented
here. More difficult to interpret and hence controversial
are Balto-Slavic phenomena of quantitative ablaut, espe-
cially zero-grade and its secondary lengthening. Thus,
Kurytowicz regards the well-known double reflexes ir/ur,
il/ul, in/un, im/um of Balto-Slavic not as directly re-
flecting a qualitative distinction of the PIE reduced
grade (.r/.,r, etc.) but is rather inclined to interpret
ir, il, etc., as the regular reflex of PIE zero-grade 7,
Z etc., attributing the reflexes (considerably less fre-
quent and partly etymologically obscure) of the u-series,
ur, ul, etc., to phonetic conditioning in the position
after velar (kr > kur, etc.). Therefore, the double re-
flexes of Balto-Slavic, as such, cannot be said to be due
to any special phonological development particular only to
Balto-Slavic but must, according to the Polish comparatist,
rather be seen in connection with the rise of the correla-
tion palatal vs. nonpalatal in the consonant system of
these languages (cf. 240-3). Ingenious as this theory is
(and it should be pointed out that Vaillant has previously
pursued a similar line of reasoning), it nonetheless
raises some serious chronological doubts since it is per-
haps not easy to subscribe to Kury}owicz's view that it
does not really matter in this connection whether the op-
position of palatalized vs. nonpalatalized consonants
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represents a Balto-Slavic isogloss or developed indepen-
dently in both language branches (241); cf. also Stieber's
late dating of the First Palatalization of Velars, dis-
cussed above. As for the PIE reduced grade proper, the
Polish linguist does posit, as shown in greater detail in
his larger work on ablaut, such an earlier stage (with re-
duced e, o or perhaps rather only o resulting from the
shift ¢ > ,, merging the two sounds into one) but suggests
that this was an unstable phase which was either further
reduced to zero (or > r) or was subsequently restored to
full vocalism (ot > et/ot). For the further reduction of
prehistoric IE (i.e., reduced > zero grade), Slavic, ac-
cording to Kuryiowicz, provides a telling parallel, not to
be taken, however, for a direct reflex of the pre-Slavic
development (cf. PS vZlkil or vblkb > CS vl 'kv/vlkb; CS
berati > R brat',P braé, etc.). Also the utilization of
qualitative ablaut and, in particular, of secondary quan-
titative ablaut (including lengthening of zero grade) in
the morphology of the Baltic and Slavic verb (and in de-
verbative derivation) is treated at some length by Kury-
towicz (cf. 293-7, 318-26). For some reservations concern-
ing certain points in Kurytowicz's ablaut theory, see T.
Mathiassen 1970a, 1970b, briefly discussed below (p. 250).

In part one of the third volume of the new IE gram-
mar, written by C. Watkins and treating conjugation (3:
Formenlehre, 1: Geschichte der Indogermanischen Verbal-
flexion, 1969), a chapter is also devoted to Balto-Slavic
(Xv: 210-25). Viewed in its IE setting which the author
has discussed in previous chapters, the Slavic (and Balt-
ic) verb is treated here strictly as a further development
and modification of a set of morphological categories of
IE. Thus, a new, post-PIE category such as the imperfect,
being a CS innovation (of controversial origin), is not
even mentioned, while other specifically or primarily
Slavic categories, such as full-fledged aspect (perfec-
tive : imperfective) and its formal characteristics, will
possibly be dealt with only in a subsequent volume treat-
ing verbal derivation.

As far as I have been able to determine, Watkins'
discussion of Slavic data does not suggest any altogether
novel, original explanations of phenomena previously unac-
counted for or controversial. Rather, he summarizes, with
good judgment and circumspection, relevant (and mostly re-
cent) research in the field, weighing the merits and
shortcomings of work by Fortunatov, van Wijk, Kuryiowicz,
Stang, Vaillant, Kuznecov, Ivanov, Toporov, and others.
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Modifying Kuznecov's explanation and adhering to Toporov's
pertinent view, the American Indo-Europeanist considers
bare stem forms of the type OCS veze (ending in the thema-
tic vowel -2 with zero desinence, to be sure, rare in 0OCS)
primary as compared to the more regular endings of the 3rd
person singular (in -tb, -tb); this enables him to link
the Slavic evidence with parallels in Greek and Celtic.
This hypothesis Watkins sees corroborated by the impera-
tive (earlier "injunctive") form OCS bgdg < *_ont (not <
*_oint as Vaillant claims) which he interprets as reflect-
ing the original ending of the 3rd person plural of the
present indicative. The -tb of OCS veze-tb, vezg-tb Wat-
kins — not too convincingly, it would seem to me — ex-
plains, following Fortunatov and Kuznecov, as a generali-
zation of a first optionally added subject pronoun (*tos =
OCS tb, Lith tds, OPr suffixal -ts). For -o of the lst
person singular Watkins (in accordance with Stang and
others) assumes underlying PIE *-0 + secondary ending
*—(0)m while rejecting Vaillant's derivation *-om < *-omi.
Following Kury%owicz, Watkins traces the Slavic verb type
represented by OCS mbn&ti, menitb (class IV b) to old per-
fect forms and considers the inflection of the type xvali-
t1 or saditi (class IV a) due to analogy with that of
menéti (thus eliminating the alleged "semi-thematic" in-
flectional type, still posited by Stang). OCS mbni (tb)
(=Lith mZni, with shortened -7), providing the basis for
the whole paradigm, he reconstructs as PIE *mon-et .

Already these brief remarks, mentioning only a few
points discussed in the Indogermanische Grammatik, will
indicate the great importance of this new reference work
also for the reconstruction of CS. It goes without saying
that the volumes yet to appear (phonology to be treated by
W. Cowgill, the rest of morphology by C. Watkins, and syn-
tax by V. V. Ivanov) can be expected to further add sub-
stantially to our understanding also of CS linguistic
structure and its prehistory.

In addition to comprehensive text- and handbooks of
IE grammar, general studies surveying the dialects of IE —
whether these are conceived as actual regional varieties
of the Late Common IE protolanguage or as primitive,
largely preliterary (and hence only reconstructed) forms
of individual IE language groups, early attested (like
Hittite, Greek, or 01ld Indic) or archaic in character
(like Baltic or, at least to some extent, Slavic) — are of
some significance also for the reconstruction of CS and
its immediate predecessors. Foremost among the earlier
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outlines of IE dialectology in terms of lucidity of style
and exposition ranks A. Meillet's Les dialectes indo-
européens, first published in 1908 and thereafter in a
second, slightly revised edition in 1922. While largely
superseded today by more recent scholarship allowing for a
deeper understanding of the structure and mechanisms of
the IE protolanguage and its ultimate disintegration,
Meillet's brief outline, based on a course given at the
Collége de France in 1906/7, was still considered insight-
ful and precise enough to warrant an English translation
as late as in 1967. Moreover, for the history -of the
problem of Balto-Slavic linguistic relationships, his work
marks a milestone, as it was in this book that Meillet for
the first time at some length propounded his view that
"Baltic and Slavic had identical points of departure and
that they developed under the same conditions and influ-
ences." According to Meillet, "there may even have been
some period of common development, but, if so, neither
Baltic nor Slavic, the most conservative of the Indo-
European languages, produced any notable innovations in
the course of it." Therefore, as he saw it, "Baltic and
Slavic provide a fine example of two parallel, but long
autonomous, developments" (cf. 67 in the English transla-
tion). Previously also Meillet had expressed similar
opinions more succinctly; cf. Meillet 1902/5, 2 (21961):
201-2. This view, while accepted in slightly modified
form by some Baltologists (for example, J. EndzeliIns and
more recently A. Senn), was challenged by others who have
suggested different approaches to account for the no doubt
striking agreements of the two language groups concerned
(cf. Birnbaum 1970a; see also pp. 317-22, below).

Already Meillet (in chapter V of his IE dialectology,
on "The gutturals") had attached only secondary importance
to the centum/satem division, once considered the chief
watershed separating all IE dialects into two major groups.
The deemphasizing of this particular feature has subse-
quently continued (cf. above, p. 16) and it plays merely
a subordinate role in the so far best overall study
on the language groupings of the IE area, Die Gliederung
des indogermanischen Sprachgebiets by W. Porzig (1954).
Here the relevant Slavic data is firmly integrated with
comparable features and phenomena of other IE languages,
both those considered more or less closely related (i.e.,
above all, Baltic, Indo-Iranian, and, on the other hand,
Germanic) and others to which Slavic is only more remotely
related (e.g., Armenian, Thracian, Illyrian, Hittite,
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Tocharian, Celtic). The extremely complex picture, emerg-
ing from Porzig's presentation, of the connections holding
Slavic firmly embedded, as it were, among the various IE
sister idioms is therefore apt to supplement and partly
supersede earlier surveys of the specific relationships
obtaining between Slavic and some cognate language groups
(cf. for example, E. Fraenkel 1950: 73-123 — as related to
Baltic; H. Arntz 1933 — as related to Indo-Iranian). For
relevant page references to Porzig's book, see above,

p. 21.

A somewhat different approach was taken in the vol-
ume Anctient Indo-European Dialects, edited by H. Birnbaum
and J. Puhvel (1966), in which are recorded a number of
papers read at a conference on IE Linguistics, held at the
University of California, Los Angeles, in 1963. Of the
two contributions concerned with Slavic material, A. Senn's
"The relationships of Baltic and Slavic" (139-51) and "The
dialects of Common Slavic" (153-97) by the present writer,
only the former addressed itself to one aspect of the
broader issue of the place of Slavic among the IE lan-
guages. Polemicizing with a then recent article by O.
Szemerényi (1957) surveying the Balto-Slavic problem, Senn
discusses points of agreement and, mainly, disagreement
between himself and Szemerényi, restating his previously
known position, admitting "the term 'Balto-Slavic' in the
sense of 'Baltic and Slavic' and in the meaning of the
'Proto-Indo-European of Northeastern Europe in its last
phase.'" It is, according to Senn, "the residue of Proto-
Indo-European, the remainder left after all adjacent parts
had entered into history and developed into independently
regulated languages" (143). BAmong the fourteen allegedly
common Balto-Slavic innovations enumerated by Szemerényi
and discussed by Senn, it is notably the to some. extent
justified criticism of the first two, namely, 1) Balto-
Slavic palatalizations, and 2) the development of 1 and,
after velars, u before r, L, n, m (< PIE®, L, n, m,
adopted from Kurytowicz, that deserves mention (cf. also
above on Kury*owicz's treatment of ablaut). Cf. now. also
Senn 1970, once more restating his earlier position but
also making some quite untenable, even unscholarly, it
would seem, assumptions and claims; cf. below, pp. 318-20.
In my discussion of CS dialects, taking as a point of de-
parture A. Furdal's monograph of the disintegration of CS
(cf. Furdal 1961; for a brief discussion, see below, pp. 106
-9, 234). I attempted to reassess, after having examined
admissible criteria and available data, both the ultimate
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division of CS dialects (subsequently developing into the
separate Slavic languages) and their underlying, earlier
grouping, commenting in passing on some problems of rela-
tive chronology. In summing up, I concluded (197) "that
the traditional tripartition into East, West, and South
Slavic languages respectively remains valid in the light
of CS dialectology. However, such a classification should
be considered primarily as based on statistically derived
synchronic data, since the underlying, many-layered dia-
chronic phenomena do not represent any consistent, recti-
linear evolution, as the adherents of the Stammbaum theory
would have been inclined to believe."

A brief sketch of Late CS dialectology was recently
propounded by Z. Stieber (1968b). However, this short
outline does not add substantially to suggestions made by
the same linguist elsewhere (cf. Stieber 1967, 1969/71).

CS linguistic structure as a whole or some major
component of it, viewed against the background of its IE
origin, has also been the subject of monographic treatment.
Among earlier attempts in this direction, retaining some
significance though now partly obsolete, the book by J. M.
Kofinek, 0d indoeuropského prajazyka k praslovandine, pub-
lished posthumously in 1948, ought to be mentioned for its
wealth of pertinent data and keen observations. Prepared
for publication from an unfinished manuscript, written
largely before World War II, this broad sketch was origi-
nally designed as section one of a comprehensive history
(and prehistory) of Slovak which, however, was never com-
pleted. Strictly neogrammarian in approach, Ko¥inek's
text, after an introductory discussion of the methods used
in linguistic reconstruction (with special regard to the
prehistory of Slavic), sketches the vowel and consonant
systems of PIE, as conceived by late neogrammarian theory
of the interwar period (positing, for example, in addition
to the traditional schwa indogermanicum also a second
schwa, allegedly representing the reduced grade of full-
grade short vowels, a theory elaborated in Gilintert 1916)
and traces the development of these systems down to Early
Cs (PS) or rather to those sound changes which usually
have been considered to mark the emergence of Slavic as an
independent branch of the IE language family. In the dis-
cussion of the vowel system and its modifications a few
comments on accentuation are inserted as well. Of the
morphological outline only the portion treating nominal
inflection (including some remarks on derivation) was com-
pleted, while the section on the pronoun has remained a
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fragment and only a few scattered notes on the verb were
found in the author's bequest, not warranting their inclu-
sion in the published version of his work.

Whereas Ko¥inek's outline, while unfinished, was
originally designed as a systematic treatment of the major
facets of phonology and morphology in their evolution from
Late Common IE to Early CS (PS), this is not the case with
another work on a similar theme which, rather than at-
tempting to provide any complete coverage, on the contrary
dwells on particularly controversial problems and previ-
ously insufficiently explored areas of IE Linguistics,
with a special emphasis on Slavic (as well as Anatolian)
data, V. V. Ivanov's monograph Ob3Zeindoevropejskaja, pra-
slavjanskaja i1 anatolijskaja jazykovye sistemy (sravni-
tel '"no-tipologideskie oderki), published in 1965. Fully
up-to-date with recent and then current research in the
field and applying the most modern linguistic methods (in-
cluding those of typological linguistics), this monograph,
as pointed out by its author in the preface, is "the re-
sult of an endeavor to reconsider the new possibilities
opening up before the comparative-historical study of the
IE languages (including Slavic) thanks to the new, signi-
ficant discoveries connected with the decipherment of pre-
viously unknown IE languages."

The slight disproportion of its four loosely con-
nected sections is due, as further explained by Ivanov, to
the fact that part of his relevant research had been pre-
viously published so that, in order not to make his book
bulky, the first sections on "Some questions of phonology
and morphophonology"” and "Some questions of the morphology
of the noun" are relatively short and largely supplemen-
tary to findings reported elsewhere, while the two subse-
quent sections on "The morphology of the verb" and "The
reconstruction of syntactic structures" are not only con-
siderably more extensive but also contain substantial,
original contributions to our knowledge in this area; in
addition, these are the sections focusing particularly on
Slavic evidence. Thus, in the chapter on the "Two Indo-
European sets of verbal forms" Ivanov, partly following
and partly arguing against Stang (as well as others), dis-
cusses, among other things, some Slavic items attested
already in OCS as thematic formations while originally be-
longing to the athematic root verb type (Eeng/ghnati,
Ebng/igti; strégg/stré§ti; with some qualifications, fur-
ther, R torotorit' and OCS glagoljg, both with reduplica-
tion, possibly also borjo, koljg, sopg., pojg. godo, OR
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stonjgu, Cz stiifiu; cf. also Ivanov 1970: 207). Discussing
verbs of the Hittite -A7 conjugation (relatable to perfect
and mediopassive formations), Ivanov points out their con-
nection with such partly reduplicating verbs as OCS dezdo/
déti (with the derivative déjg/déjati) and dadetd (ptc.
dady) /dati (with the derivative dajo/dajati) . Other
Slavic verb forms discussed in thls context include:
stopztt/stopatt, stang, vedg, —spegg, sego vego, sedo/
s8sti ( : sdd3ti), moliti (cz modliti), OR méniti, OCS
menits/menéti. OCS v8d8 (Lat uidZ), an original perfect
(though, according to Ivanov, hardly mediopassive) is said
to testify, along with Hitt -hA7Z (archaic Hitt -he) to the
confusion of the two sets of verbal forms in IE, OPr -mai
(cf. asmai, along with asmu, asmau) providing further
proof. Treating "Verbal forms in *-s- and *-sk-," Ivanov
finds Slavic parallels to Anatolian -s and -sk' forma-
tions; cf., e.g., OCS pas-ti (Lat pas tum, pas-tor), Hitt
pahs—; 0CS aor. 3sb (jasbv), SCr jéda, Anat *ad-s- (Luw
azzad), further OCS jasli, Latv &sli(s) (< *ad-s-17); OCS
aor. vésb, Hitt huez-ta ( < *Hyedh-s-tHo); OCS sludati ( :
sluti), Lith klaliso, klausia, Toch B klyaus-, Toch A
klyos-, cf. OHG luschen. Discussing "Some other types of
verbal stems," the Soviet linguist adduces Hittite and IE
counterparts to the Slavic formations with nasal affix;
cf. OCS (vbz)nikngti, Lith (ap)nikti, -ninka, Hitt ninink-;
ocs leggo, Hitt lak-nu. Similarly, equivalents are further
quoted- for verbs with the suffix *-go-; cf. 0CS (u)tajg,
Hitt *taz(a)2Z- (reconstructable from the attested Early
Hittite deverbative noun tazazil-; note also OCS tatb, Ir
taith, taid).

While the just cited, largely new collocations of
Slavic and other IE (particularly Hittite) linguistic
items are most revealing, affording new insights into the
underlying morphological structure primarily of the Slavic
verb, Ivanov's utilization of Slavic (Early Slavic as well
as archaic, folkloric Slavic), Hittite, and other IE mate-
rial for the purpose of tentatively reconstructing some
syntactic patterns and models of the common protolanguage
must be considered truly pioneering, especially from a
methodological point of view. By examining in three chap-
ters the "Reconstruction of the schema for the basic type
of projecting the tree of the Indo-European verbal sen-
tence," the "Reconstruction of the schema for projecting
the tree of the sentence with the verb in initial posi-
tion," and the "Reflection of traces of the ancient type
of the nominal sentence," Ivanov has been able to retrieve
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with appreciable accuracy a substantial body of primitive
IE sentence structure. The Soviet comparatist's achieve-
ments in the field of syntactic reconstruction (shortly to
be summed up in the portion on syntax of the new collec-
tive Indogermanische Grammatik referred to above, but, as
applied to CS, already to a considerable extent reported
and demonstrated in a number of specialized studies, part-
ly in collaboration with V. N. Toporov) will be discussed
in some detail in following sections of the present ac-
count and need therefore only brief mention here.

Other recent studies treating the development from
(Late Common) IE to CS (PS) focus mostly on some specific
problem, usually one of phonology (cf., e.g., Martynov
1968; Mathiassen 1970a, 1970b) but occasionally also on a
problem of morphology (as well as functional syntax; cf.
Kglln 1969).

2.4. Diachrony of Individual Slavic Languages. Finally,
as was mentioned before, there is still another kind of
general reference work which occasionally, usually by way
of introduction, though sometimes also integrated into the
various sections on phonology and morphology, may include
at least a brief outline of CS linguistic structure and
the major changes it underwent — the text- and handbooks
.covering the history of individual Slavic languages.

It is only natural, of course, that information on
the underlying development of CS will be found in text-
books and reference grammars of OCS, the earliest attested
written language of the Slavs and, in fact, scarcely more
than the first literary recording of a Late CS dialect,
namely, primarily that of the Macedo-Bulgarian region.
Yet, not all texts of OCS will necessarily provide a brief
introduction to CS as well. Thus, the best descriptive
(synchronic) handbooks on the oldest Slavic literary lan-
guage, whether predominantly philological in their orien-
tation (such as the excellent detailed textbooks of Diels
and Vaillant) or rather adopting a structuralist approach
(as found, for example, in the OCS grammars of Trubeckoj
and Lunt) will contain little, if any, or usually at most
oblique, reference to CS linguistic data and its interpre-
tation. On the other hand, textbooks of OCS conceived
diachronically, i.e., designed primarily as introductions
to the early history (and prehistory) of Slavic, obviously
use the data of OCS to illustrate the first attested phase
in the evolution of the Slavic languages and therefore
frequently dwell at some length also on the stages
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preceding the one recorded by the oldest texts preserved.
Such was the attitude, for example, of the neogrammarian
school and it is therefore not surprising that in the two
textbooks of OCS written by one of its foremost proponents,
A. Leskien, Grammatik der altbulgarischen (altkirchen-
slavischen) Sprache (2nd & 3rd editions, 1919) and Hand-
buch der altbulgarischen (altkirchenslavischen) Sprache
(51910; posthumous 6th, 7th, and 8th editions, 1922, 1955,
1962), much space is devoted to preliterary changes and
their respective points of departure in PIE. Particularly
Leskien's Handbuch was long considered a model tool for
classroom teaching as,-incidentally, suggested by the
relatively recent date of its last, updated and augmented
edition. Yet, the language, especially as presented in
the many complete paradigms of Leskien's reference works,
is more a normalized (or standardized) ideal OCS, closely
reflecting the norm of "Proto-Church Slavic" (to use
Trubeckoj's term) of the Cyrillo-Methodian period, than
the already slightly distorted and modified Early Slavic
actually attested in the extant manuscripts. Whereas the
Handbuch at least indicates some of the differences in
spelling and forms encountered in the various OCS texts,
samples of which are appended together with a glossary,
the Grammatik, being more theoretically oriented, focuses
primarily on the comparison of the OCS sounds and forms
with their presumed reconstructed CS and PIE antecedents.
Further, the Grammatik includes a sketch of nominal word
formation (missing in the Handbuch) while containing only
a few scattered remarks on the syntax of the verb (viz.,
on aspect in the broad sense). Although in terms of fac-
tual information Leskien's textbook treatment of the OCS
data and its underlying CS sound and form system has long
been superseded, it nonetheless deserves mention here as
the firmly established framework of CS linguistic struc-
ture to which many generations of beginning Slavists — in
some instances until quite recently — were first exposed
in the course of their academic pursuits.

Although van Wijk in the preface to his Geschichte
der altkirchenslavischen Sprache, published in 1931 (of
which, unfortunately, only the first volume on phonology
and inflectional morphology appeared while the manuscript
of the second volume, analyzing word formation, the use of
word forms, and syntax, perished in the turmoils of World
War II), announced his intention to exclude, wherever pos-
sible, any reference to CS — in view of an envisaged spe-
cial treatment of CS to appear in the same series — the
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closeness of the OCS phonological and inflectional systems
to the linguistic structure of CS nonetheless occasionally
led him to discuss also the immediately underlying last
phase of the Slavic protolanguage. Thus, it was in this
textbook that the Dutch Slavist for the first time devel-
oped in detail his concept of the two dominant tendencies
of Late CS phonology — the tendency for inereasing (ris-
ing) sonority of the syllable and the tendency for pala-
talization (§ 7), subsuming under them a great many sound
shifts preceding the attested OCS evidence (§§9-19). But
also in his analysis of other data of the earliest Slavic
literary language van Wijk sometimes had to resort to com-
menting, if only briefly, on phenomena of CS and even PIE
(cf., e.g., §36 on ablaut, or §47 on heteroclites).
Still it should be stated that, by and large, van Wijk's
excellent handbook, reliable and accurate in its presenta-
tion of data while partly already foreshadowing a post-
neogrammarian approach, is primarily a history, not a pre-
history, of OCS phonology and (inflectional) morphology,
as indicated in its title.

The same is hardly true of another unusually origi-
nal and important textbook of OCS which, like van Wijk's,
remained a torso due to the personal hardships and untime-
ly death of its author, A. M. SeliSlev. His Staroslavjan-
skij jazyk (1: Vvedenie, Fonetika, 1951; 2: Teksty.
Slovar'. O0erki morfologii, 1952) is more than a mere
handbook for university use; it is, in addition, a syn-
thetic account of the great Soviet Slavist's own penetrat-
ing research in the field of Comparative IE and Slavic
Linguistics, supplemented by the testimony of his thorough
knowledge of Balkan Linguistics and great erudition in
Early Slavic philology. While designed as a tool for the
study of recorded OCS, his reference work is, at the same
time, a general introduction to Comparative Slavic Lin-
guistics in its diachronic aspect. Of the two parts
available, the first one, worked out in full detail, sur-
veys in an introductory section the external history of
the language examined, the body of relevant texts, and the
sound system of OCS (including some remarks on the effi-
cacy of certain phonological tendencies as reflected in
the rendering of loanwords as well as on the relationships
of OCS to other Slavic languages) and treats, in a sub-
sequent section, phonology. The second part (originally
conceived as part 3), containing a selection of texts, a
glossary, and a brief outline of OCS morphology, was pri-
marily designed as a practical tool, a classroom workbook;
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its theoretical portion, the morphological sketch, is
therefore quite succinct. The manuscript of a more elab-
orate treatment of morphology, syntax, and lexicology,
planned for the (original) second part, was unfortunately
never completed by Seli3fev. Even so, his concise treat~—
ment of the morphological categories of OCS, discussed on
a broad comparative basis, serves the double purpose of
both acquainting the student with the basic paradigms de-
rivable from the recorded evidence of OCS and elucidating
the underlying, preliterary processes reflected in the
actually attested form system of the oldest literary lan-
guage of the Slavs. In particular, systematic treatments
of Early Slavic derivation (and other word formation proc-
esses, viz., reduplication and composition) being scarce,
SeliSCev's outline of nominal stem formation 2: 53-87),
including also some preliminary notes on Slavic remnants
of original root nouns, and his remarks on the derivation-
al morphology of the pronouns, adjectives, and numerals,
as well as the verb, interspersed in the sections discuss-
ing these word classes (2: 111-204) is one of the few ex-
isting synopses, still in most respects meeting modern
standards for a diachronic analysis and a synchronic de-
scription of the pertinent surface data.

The bulk of the detailed treatment of phonology in
part one of SeliSdev's work (1l: 107-259) is for all in-
tents and purposes a full-fledged discussion of the CS (as
well as pre-Slavic) sound system and its development, as
indicated, incidentally, also by the subheadings of this
section: "The social and linguistic situation of the
Slavs in the prehistoric epoch" (1: 107-75), analyzing,
after a few preliminary remarks on the external prehistory
of the Slavs, the CS vowel system, its origin and further
modification, including some incidental comments on gquan-
tity and intonation, and treating also the combinations of
reduced or full vowel plus liquid; and "The place of the
Slavic language group among other IE languages with regard
to consonants" (1: 176-219). Shorter subsequent chapters
examine further the particularities of word-initial and
word-final position (1: 219-33), the quantity of the syl-
lable (1: 233-4), pitch and stress (1: 235-42), and apo-
phonic vowel alternation (1: 242-59). Only thereafter
follows a relatively brief subsection on "The phonological
features of the language of the OCS texts" (1: 259-330).
It goes almost without saying that SeliSlev's treatment of
CS and pre-Slavic phonology, while extremely thorough and
full of fresh and subtle observations, by and large
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reflects the general late neogrammarian view on sound sys-
tems and their changes as still prevailing in the mid- and
late thirties. Yet, quite a few of the Soviet Slavist's
own interpretations and explanations display a degree of
independent, original thinking only rarely encountered in
traditionalist linguistic quarters.

By comparison to Seli3lev's superior treatment of
the historically underlying sounds and forms of the first
Slavic literary language, the two more recent diachronic
treatments of OCS phonology and morphology, that by B.
Rosenkranz (Historische Laut- und Formenlehre des Altbul-
garischen, 1955, stronger in its comparative IE portions
than in its comments on the attested Slavic data) and that
by G. Nandris (0ld Church Slavonic Grammar, 1959, general-
ly reliable and rich in factual material but fairly tradi-
tional in approach), do not substantially add to our know-
ledge or understanding of CS.

As was mentioned above, reference to CS linguistic
structure .is made, in more or less general terms, also in
a number of diachronic treatments of other Slavic lan-
guages, even though such reference is usually less de-
tailed and specific than in historically oriented grammars
of OCS. While the entire course of development of OCS —
from its no longer textually attested Cyrillo-Methodian
beginnings in the 860s until ca. 1100 — spans only slight-
ly more than two centuries, this language most closely re-
flects Late CS (or rather, perhaps, represents a particu-
lar Late CS dialect for the first time recorded in writ-
ing) . The following brief remarks do not claim, of course,
to give a complete account — or even provide a full list-
ing — of all those not yet quite outdated text- and hand-
books of the history of individual Slavic languages in
which more than only cursory mention is made of CS. Rath-
er, what follows is a hopefully representative sampling of
such titles (including also some monographic treatments).

As is well-known, OCS is not only accounted for in
greater or lesser detail in a number of reference works
specifically designed for that purpose, but a brief out-
line of its structure (particularly in its phonological
and morphological aspects) is frequently also included in
historical grammars or outlines of the history of Bulgar-
ian and more recently of Macedonian. This is the case,
for example, with the noted history of the Bulgarian lan-
guage (published in German in 1929) by S. Mladenov. Yet
this thorough, if now slightly obsolete, reference work
does not contain any systematic or near-systematic survey
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of the CS (or Late CS) background of Early Bulgarian, in-
cluding its first, OCS, phase. Still, reference is made
in various sections of the book to hypothetic CS sounds
and forms underlying the Bulgarian data. The same applies
also to a more recent treatment of Bulgarian diachrony, K.
Mirdev's Istorideska gramatika na bdlgarski ezik (21963)
which, in addition, devotes short sections to the periodi-
zation of the history of Bulgarian, beginning with the
preliterary period (§4.1), Bulgarian and the other Slavic
languages (§7), and a subsequent more detailed discussion
of the preliterary period (§9). Similarly, the short
history of Macedonian by B. Koneski (Istorija na makedon-
skiot jazik, 1965; Serbo-Croatian translation, 1966) does
not provide even a basic characterization of the Late CS
point of departure of the Macedonian linguistic evolution
(as the first phase of which OCS, here referred to as 0l1d
Macedonian, can be rightly considered), but merely quotes,
sporadically, underlying sounds and forms identifiable as
CS in addition to briefly discussing, in an introductory
paragraph, the place of Macedonian in its Balkan linguis-
tic setting and in its relationship to continguous Slavic
languages.

Largely the same approach is further taken in the
published version of the lecture scripts on the history of
Serbo-Croatian by A. Belil (Osnovi istorije srpskohrvat-
skog jeaika, 1: Fometika, 1960; Istorija srpskohrvatskog
jeatka, 2:1: Redl sa deklinacijom; 2: Redi sa kongjugacigjom,
41969) in which, after two quite brief sections on "Our
language and the other Slavic languages; the Slavic proto-
language" and "The South Slavic protolanguage" (1: 5-7),
CS sounds and reconstructed word forms are only occasion-
ally adduced. Incomparably more space is devoted to vari-
ous aspects of the prehistory of Serbo-Croatian and thus
also to the gradual breaking up of the CS linguistic unity
in I. Popovil's generally very well-documented, though
partly controversial book Geschichte der serbokroatischen
Sprache (1960) where, in the first chapters, linguistic
data is combined and integrated with other, historic and
prehistoric evidence to give a rounded picture of the
southward migrations of the Slavs from their original (or
rather, earliest ascertainable) homeland and the ultimate
occupation by a portion of them of what is now the Serbo-
Croatian linguistic territory. Thus, the first chapter
(1-47) of Popovil's history of Serbo-Croatian treats at
considerable length, quoting many bibliographical refer-
ences, "Das Ursudslavische in der alten Heimat," i.e., the
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Late CS dialectal basis for the subsequent development of
the South Slavic languages. Another chapter (III: 104-77)
titled "Die Slaven in Mitteleuropa und auf dem Balkan"
discusses the Southern Slavs in their new environment,
both their transitory sites (in present-day Austria,
Northern Italy, Hungary, Romania, Albania, Greece) and
their permanent settlement (predominantly within the fron-
tiers of present-day Yugoslavia and Bulgaria). And only
in the following chapter (IV: 178-95), after first in some
detail having analyzed early superstrata in the previously
Slavicized areas of Central and Southeastern Europe as
well as the consolidation of the Southern Slavs in their
new homeland, does the Serbian linguist turn to commenting
on their definite breaking away from the bulk of the Slav-
ic community — the speakers of the North Slavic languages
— i.e., on the final disintegration of CS (192-5). Also
the best presentation to date of the history of Slovenian,
F. RamovS's Kratka zgodovina slovenskega jezika, 1 (1936,
containing four introductory chapters and a section on vo-
calism — to be supplemented by his previous Historidna
gramatika slovenskega jezika, 2: Konsonantizem, 1924, 7:
Dialekti, 1935, and the published version of his lecture
scripts, Morfologia slovenskega jezika, 1952), briefly
discusses in its preliminary section (in the chapters on
"Primitive Slovenian" and "The place of Slovenian among
the Slavic languages") such problems as "The PS language"
(16-19) , "The PS period and homeland" (19-20), "The devel-
opment of PS" (21-2), "PS dialectal innovations" (69-70),
and "On the South PS dialect" (70-2). 1In addition, recon-
structed, prehistoric Slavic sounds and forms are fre-
quently posited throughout the Slovenian linguist's dia-
chronic treatment of his native tongue.

Turning to the historical treatments of the West
Slavic languages, it may be noted that the most extensive
(and generally best) history .of Slovak — the West Slavic
language having the closest ties with South Slavic — J.
Stanislav's Dejiny slovenského jazyka (2 volumes, lst vol-
ume in 2nd augmented edition, 1958; a 3rd volume, 1957,
contains texts) not only throughout its presentation re-
fers to reconstructed (CS or otherwise pre-Slovak as well
as comparative IE) data but also, in its "Introduction to
the history of the Slovak language," surveys "The first
references to the Slavs" (l: 85-91), "The earliest sites
and the origin of the Slavs" (l: 91-106), "The Balto-
Slavic group" (1: 113), "The PS language" (1: 114-16), and
"The place of Slovak among the Slavic languages" (general
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remarks and development up to the 10th century; 1: 11l6-
28). (Two further volumes, 4 and 5, treating syntax, have
since appeared, in 1973, and will, as they pertain to CS
syntax, be briefly mentioned in the sequel volume to this
state-of-the-art report scheduled for publication in early
1978.) Ample references to CS linguistic material are
also contained in F. Travnidek's Historicka mluvnice
SGeskoslovensk& (1935), treating the development of both
Czech and Slovak. In particular, the CS basis of Czech
and Slovak is briefly sketched in the section discussing
the place of Czecho-Slovak in the Slavic language family
(10-21, esp. §6). Slightly fewer reconstructed sounds
and forms (substituting for them, wherever possible, at-
tested OCS evidence) are found in the more recent His-
toricka mluvnice Gesk@ written by a team of Czech lin~
guists (1: Hldskoslovi by M. Komidrek, with an introduction
by K. Hordlek, 1958; 2: Tvaroslovi, 1: Sklofiovani by V.
VaZny, 1964; 2: Casovani by A. Dostdl, 1967; 3: Skladba by
F. Travnidek, 2nd revised edition by A. VaSek, 1963). The
CS and Common West Slavic basis of Czech is briefly out-
lined in K. Hordlek's introduction. In this connection
also S. E. Mann's Czech Historical Grammar (1957) deserves
mention. While rather weak and deficient in its treatment
of the Czech linguistic evolution proper, this textbook
emphasizing a comparative approach is particularly (in-
deed, even disproportionately) rich in references to the
CS as well as the more remote general IE background of
Czech.

It will come as no surprise that two fairly long
initial chapters of the external history of Polish by T.
Lehr-Sptawifiski (Jgzyk polski. Pochodzenie, powstanie,
rozwdJ, 21951; Russian translation, 1954) are devoted to
"The PS community"” (17-45) and to "The Western Slavs" (46-
60) , considering the fact that the late Polish linguist
was one of the leading experts on CS, having authored nu-
merous monographs and specialized studies on this and re-
lated subjects (cf. Bibliography). Similarly, the author-
itative Gramatyka historyczna jezyka polskiego, coauthored
by %Z. Klemensiewicz, T. Lehr-Sptawifiski, and S. Urbanczyk
(21964) discusses in the first section treating phonology
"The Slavic languages and the place of Polish among them,"
singling out, among other things, especially "The Balto-
Slavic linguistic community," "The PS linguistic communi-
ty," "The dialectal differences in PS," and "The West
Slavic linguistic community" (22-34). Moreover, while
frequently referring to underlying sounds and forms pos-—
ited for CS throughout the entire book, special paragraphs
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are devoted to "The PS evolutionary basis of the Polish
vowel system," "Quantity and accentuation: General char-
acterization," "The development of accentuation and quan-
tity in the early phase of PS," "The further development
of the PS prosodic system," and "The development of the PS
intonation system on the Polish-Pomeranian territory" (41-
52). A short survey of the CS consonant system opens the
discussion on the development of the Polish consonants
(129) . Further paragraphs briefly state the CS basis for
the development of inflectional paradigms in Polish (265),
especially the twofold adjectival inflection in CS (323),
and the CS (or general Slavic) prerequisites of syntactic
change in Polish (393-4). Also in volume one of Z. Kle-
mensiewicz's Historia jezyka polskiego (1: Doba staropol-
ska, 1961), a text somewhere between an external history
of Polish and a Polish historical grammar, special para-
graphs (of section I, treating the preliterary period) are
devoted to "The Balto-Slavic linguistic community and the
PS language" and "The disintegration of the PS linguistic
community into a Western, an Eastern, and a Southern lin-
guistic group” (12-14) while making little reference, in
the remainder of the book, to reconstructed (CS) sounds
and forms. Considerable information on CS (as well as
PIE) is further provided in some other outlines of Polish
historical grammar such as, for example, the text by B.
Wieczorkiewicz and R. Sinielnikoff, Elementy gramatyki
historycanej jeayka polskiego z Gwiczeniami (1959); cf.
especially 4-6, 20-32, 45-6, 49-56, 59-60, 69-70, 128-9.

Except for OCS (in the broad sense, i.e., including
also such non-Macedo-Bulgarian or, at any rate, not
strictly Macedo-Bulgarian archaic Slavic texts as the
Freising Fragments and the Kiev Leaflets), it is of course
Russian, or rather East Slavic, among all the Slavic lan-
guages, that can claim the earliest records and, in view
of the short time span of OCS (9th-11th centuries), East
Slavic has the longest documented history and, therefore,
in its earliest attestation is closest to Late CS of all
the extant Slavic languages. Thus, it is only natural
that brief sketches of its CS basis will be included in
many diachronic treatments of the East Slavic linguistic
evolution, notably that of Russian. To be sure, the Early
0ld Russian (Kievan) period, i.e., 1llth-13th centuries,
can with at least equal right be considered the first lit-
erary phase also of the history (or prehistory) of Ukrain-
ian. Nonetheless it is not often that specific reference
to (Late) CS linguistic structure will be found in
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Ukrainian historical grammars or outlines of Ukrainian
linguistic history since the beginnings of Ukrainian (or
more generally Ruthenian) as an independent language, i.e.,
clearly separate from Great Russian or Russian proper, is
usually dated only to the 13th-14th centuries. Still, to
take just one example, a sketch of the early phase of
Ukrainian like the one by T. Lehr-Sptawifski ("Poczagtki
jezyka ukrainskiego," forming part one of the outline
Dzieje jezyka ukraifiskiego w zarysie, coauthored by T.
Lehr-Sptawinski, P. Zwolifiski, and S. Hrabec 1956) con-
tains, along with other data, basic information on Late
CS and Common East Slavic linguistic structure.

Textbooks or monographs dealing specifically with
the early period of East Slavic naturally have to take in-
to consideration also its Late CS prehistory. This is
true, for example, both of the methodologically now obso-
lete but as yet unmatched (in terms of the wealth of its
factual linguistic material) OZerk drevndj3ago perioda
istorii russkago jazyka by A. A. Saxmatov (1915) and of
L. P. Jakubinskij's original (if not to say strongly opin-
ionated, though thought-provoking) Istorija drevnerusskogo
Jazyka (1953), in many respects continuing Saxmatov's tra-
dition. In Jakubinskij's text frequent reference is made
to PS and CS sounds, forms, and grammatical categories
(primarily in the sections on "Phonology" and "Grammar,"
121-269). In the first section of his book on "The Rus-
sian language as one of the Slavic languages" (43-70), the
Soviet linguist discussed such overall issues as "The
Slavic languages" (47-52), "The relationship of the Slavic
languages" (52-63, to be sure, with some references to not
overly relevant dicta from the classics of Marxism), "On
the problem of the origin of the PS tribal dialect" (using
a coinage of F. Engels, 63-7), and "The East Slavic
tribes" (67-70). In the section on phonology the first
two chapters are devoted specifically to "Some phonolog-
ical phenomena of CS" (121-5) and "Common East Slavic pho-
nological phenomena" (125-39).

In the first Russian historical grammar meeting mod-
ern (if by now not the most recent) standards of diachron-
ic linguistics, N. Durnovo's OZerk istorii russkogo jazyka
(1924, reprinted 1959), much emphasis is placed on viewing
the 0ld Russian, or rather the preliterary Proto-Russian,
phonological and morphological systems as, to a large ex-
tent, directly inherited from CS. Thus, in the section
treating the "History of the sounds of Russian," the first
chapter is devoted to "Sounds which have come down to

78



Russian from CS" (109-38). Similarly, in the section on
historical morphology, both the portions treating the
"History of declensional forms" and the "History of conju-
gational forms" open with a chapter on "Forms which have
come down to Russian from CS" (243-64 and 309-26, respec-
tively). Each of these chapters on CS phonology, declen-
sion, and conjugation is in turn followed by chapters dis-
cussing the respective modifications in "Common Russian"
(i.e., Common East Slavic): "Common Russian sound
changes" (143-72, with a subdivision into "Prehistoric
changes" and "Changes of the historical epoch," and pre-
ceded by a brief inserted chapter on "The relationship of
Russian to other Slavic languages," 138-42), "Common Rus-
sian changes in declensional forms" (264-79), and "Common
Russian changes in conjugational forms" (326-9). Somewhat
different is the share of space devoted to linguistic pre-
history in two other historical grammars of Russian which,
although not entirely up to an expectable level, nonethe-
less are widely used at various universities: P. Ja.
Cernyx's Istorideskaja grammatika russkogo jazyka (31962;
German translation, based on the 2nd edition, 1957) and

W. K. Matthews' Russian Historical Grammar (1960). Where-
as in Cernyx's controversial textbook Common East Slavic
(Proto-Russian)., but not CS, provides, generally speaking,
merely a point of departure sketched in brief outline (cf.
73-6, "The phonological system of the language of the
Eastern Slavs"; 338-44, "The basic word stock"), Matthews'
presentation, by and large more carefully thought through,
includes also a section on "Linguistic prehistory," dis-
cussing in some detail both (1) "Indo-European" (13-34)
and (2) "Common Slavonic" (34-52), where a general charac-
terization as well as at least a cursory survey of all
major segments of linguistic structure during these two
preliterary epochs can be found. Presumably because CS is
the subject of another course in the curriculum of Soviet
students of Russian and Slavic, virtually no systematic
reference to CS linguistic structure is made in the rela-
tively most adequate of the historical grammars of Russian
currently in use in the Soviet Union, Istorideskaja gram-
matika russkogo jazyka (2nd, augmented edition, 1965),
jointly authored by V. I. Borkovskij and P. S. Kuznecov.
Only indirectly can the user of this textbook derive some
information on Late CS phonology from reading the chapter
on "The sound system of Old Russian," particularly its
preliminary  remarks (45-65, where, incidentally, the "law
of open syllables" and syllabic synharmonism are mentioned

79



as the two predominant tendencies of Early Slavic phono-
logical development) as well as the two first subsections
on "Differences between 0ld Russian and the other Slavic
languages" (65-79) and on "The reflexion of the character-
istics of CS accentuation in Russian" (79-85). In addi-
tion, for some of the quoted Old Russian sounds (or sound
sequences) and forms, underlying (i.e., reconstructed)
equivalents are occasionally cited. CS proper is general-
ly only mentioned in passing also in the undoubtedly best
historical grammar of Russian available to date, V. Kipar-
sky's Russische historische Grammatik (1: Die Entwicklung
des Lautsystems, 1963; 2: Die Entwicklung des Formensys-
tems, 1967; further volumes on lexicology and on syntax,
the latter to be authored by H. Br3uer, are forthcoming;
for some reservations concerning volume 1, see Birnbaum
1965c). Still, the Finnish Slavist's reliable textbook
contains an instructive general characterization of East
Slavic (1: 13-18) as well as a section on preliterary
Proto-Russian (1l: 75-84), including some highly relevant
remarks also on the sound system of Late CS, primarily as
it can be reconstructed on the basis of early loanword
material (especially 0ld Scandinavian loanwords and name
adaptations in 01d Russian as well as borrowings from East
Slavic in Baltic and Finnic). Again, for certain 0ld Rus-
sian -(and other Slavic) items, asterisked protoforms are
sometimes cited.

Parenthetically and more as a matter of curiosity,
it may be noted that fairly extensive information on the
dynamics of CS phonology (as well as some pre-Slavic proc-
esses), once more conceived as being largely determined by
the two general tendencies of rising sonority of the syl-
lable and palatalization (as formulated by van Wijk), has
been included as a major portion of the preliminary, theo-
retical notes of a Russian language text, devised osten-
sibly for the mere practical purpose of serving as a tool
for improving the mastering of a basic vocabulary of Rus-
sian, Russische Wortkunde (1966, 21969), compiled by a
team of East German linguists (R. Eckert, G. Kirchner, R.
RGzilka, W. Sperber). By revealing primarily phonological
processes (underlying the synchronic lexical data of Con-
temporary Standard Russian and their paradigmatic inter-
relations) the authors have with great pedagogical perspi-
cacity provided a shortcut to an early ability of manipu-
lating an essential core of the Russian word stock (for CS
and a few pre-Slavic rules, see 9-42).
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For a discussion of R. Jakobson's pioneering rein-
terpretation of CS phonology, viewed in the framework of
Russian (and Comparative Slavic) sound change, see below,
pp. 84-8.

Finally, in surveying briefly the treatments of, or
in some cases merely the cursory references to, CS lin-
guistic structure as found in various textbooks of Russian
(and East Slavic) historical grammar as well as some com-
parable handbooks, mention should here also be made of a
monograph which, while not specifically designed as a ref-
erence work, nonetheless is of a somewhat similar nature
as it summarizes its author's relevant research within a
well-defined area, F. P. Filin's Obrazovanie jazsyka vos-
todnyx slavjan (1962). Here two major portions (together
making up 140 of the book's total of 294 pages) are de-
voted to problems of CS and its speakers: the section "On
the origin and development of the CS (PS) language and the
original homeland of the Slavs" (83-151) and the section
discussing "The beginning of the disintegration of the CS
language" (152-223). 1In the first section the Soviet lin-
. guist discusses, after some preliminary remarks, such is-
sues as the IE problem, the periodization of CS (PS), the
vocabulary of CS (PS) and the significance of lexical data
for determining the original habitat of the Slavs, the
Balto-Slavic (linguistic) community as related to the
problem of the Slavic homeland, Balto-Finno-Ugric and
Slavo-Finno-Ugric relations, the ancient Slavs as the
southern neighbors of the Balts, the problem of Slavo-
Germanic and Slavo-Iranian linguistic relations, some as-
pects of tree nomenclature, and — summing up his relevant
observations and considerations — once more the question
of the location of the original homeland of the Slavs. In
the second section Filin then addresses himself to such
problems as the geographical distribution of the ancient
Slavic tribes, the Early Slavic tribal designations as re-
lated to this distribution, the period of the disintegra-
tion of CS, the dismemberment of CS in the light of lexi-
cal borrowings, the rise of phonological differentiation
(sound changes with twofold results), and Early Slavic
dialect zones in the light of lexical data — all of the
aforementioned leading up to some general conclusions con-
cerning the process of disintegration of CS. While this
is not the place to enter into a discussion of the many
interesting points raised in Filin's thoughtful, well-
documented, partly imaginative reasoning, suffice it to
say that it is notably in his superior control and
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utilization of lexical data that his own strength as a
scholar is revealed and that it is therefore in this field
that he is able to arrive at his most significant and con-
vincing conclusions. At the same time it should be point-
ed out, however, that his investigation does not, in fact,
substantially change the hitherto<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>