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Prefatory Note

This bibliographic commentary is designed as a sequel to H. Birnbaum’s Common
Slavic: Progress and Problems in Its Reconstruction, Cambridge, Mass.: Slavica,
1975 (reprint, with corrections: Columbus, Ohio, 1979). While the general cutoff
date for the previous survey was mid—1971, this follow-up covers the period of more
than a decade through 1982, with the second half of 1982 reported on somewhat less
systematically. Occasionally also a preliminary reference has been included to a
work in the field not available at this writing, but about whose imminent publication
the authors had advance knowledge.

The organization of the material surveyed in this overview generally follows that
of the earlier volume so that the two can easily be used in conjunction with one an-
other. It should be noted, however, that owing to the relative paucity of relevant
publications the section on syntax has here not been divided into subsections as was
the case in the earlier report. The key to the numerical symbols used for content
identification in the Selective Bibliography of the previous work has, with some
modification, been adopted here and corresponds to this report’s Table of Contents.

As in the previous survey, no claims to exhaustiveness are made. The necessary
selection was subject to limitations of space and access, as well as considerations of
perceived significance.

Los Angeles and College Park, Md.
February 1983

P.T.M.



Abbreviations

The following abbreviations are used throughout the text of this report (except in
direct quotations and in headings and subheadings):

CS = Common Slavic

0CS = Old Church Slavic
(P)IE = (Proto-)Indo-European
PS = Proto-Slavic

In addition, the customary abbreviations for denoting languages are used to identi-
fy cited examples of relevant linguistic data or terminology; thus, e.g., Bg =
Bulgarian, Cz = Czech, F = French, Gk = Greek, Goth = Gothic, Hitt = Hittite,
Lat = Latin, Lith = Lithuanian, OHG = Old High German, OPr = Old Prussian,
OR = OId Russian, P = Polish, SC = Serbo-Croatian, etc.

Abbreviations for series titles and journals used in the Selective Bibliography are
spelled out in a note appearing there.



I. GENERAL TREATMENTS OF COMMON SLAVIC

(Including Common Slavic Viewed in a Broader Framework)

1.1. General Treatments of Common Slavic

In the decade that has elapsed since the previous report (Birnbaum 1979a) was pre-
pared, work on reconstructing the CS protolanguage has continued vigorously.
Thus, significant research has been published pertinent to the retrieving of the sound
pattern, morphosyntactic structure, and etymologically elucidated lexicon of the an-
cestral language of all the Slavs. Moreover, important contributions have been
made to our understanding of that language both in its broader Indo-European con-
text and in its overall geographic setting as this pertains to contacts with other, non-
related contiguous languages.

Of major general treatments of CS designed to be used as tools in more advanced
academic instruction, mention should be made, in particular, of the second volume
of P. Arumaa’s Urslavische Grammatik analyzing consonantism (Arumaa 1976).
Like its predecessor using essentially a modified neogrammarian approach, this is a
thorough account of the consonant system of the Slavic protolanguage and its posi-
tionally conditioned modifications throughout prehistoric time. Though largely tra-
ditional in its underlying conception of linguistic diachrony, Arumaa’s work consid-
ers recent findings and hypotheses concerning unresolved, controversial issues.
Among such problematic topics is, for example, the author’s assessment of the rele-
vance of laryngeal theory for prehistoric Slavic (cf. 198-9). One of the virtues of
this presentation is the integration of some of the author’s own research in the field of
onomastics and, specifically, the hydronymy of pertinent areas previously settled by
Baltic tribes and, in part, Finnic ethnic groups. The author’s thorough familiarity
with, and masterful handling of, Baltic data shed new light on some of the intricate
and difficult problems of the linguistic relationship between Baltic and Slavic.
Given recent attempts to reorder the chronology of the Slavic velar palatalizations
(cf. I1.4., below), it should be noted that Arumaa adheres to the more traditional
view concerning the chronology of these phenomena (cf. 27-42). For some assess-
ments of this book, pointing out the merits of Arumaa’s well-documented treatment
but also voicing a few critical remarks, see, among others, Aitzetmiiller 1977b,
Micklesen 1977, Leeming 1980, and Birnbaum 1981d.

1.2. Comparative Slavic Linguistics

Of the current textbooks on comparative Slavic linguistics, the multi-volume works
by Z. Stieber and A. Vaillant were completed during the period reported on here.
Stieber’s more concise and selective Zarys gramatyki poréwnawczej jezykow
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stowiariskich, part II, issue 2, treating verbal inflection, proceeds from the Late CS
stage, thus presenting the author’s view of that portion of the underlying system of
Slavic morphology (Stieber 1973a). For pedagogical reasons Stieber reduces the
number of remaining controversial points to the unavoidable minimum and, employ-
ing his usual terse style, presents a summation of the scholarly consensus regarding
the data at hand. He thus refrains from exploring tentative hypotheses or offering
controversial suggestions.

Vaillant’s monumental Grammaire comparée des langues slaves was completed
with the appearance of volume IV on nominal word-formation and volume V on syn-
tax during the 1970s (Vaillant 1974, 1977). The first of these volumes contains a
detailed discussion of Slavic nominal derivation using OCS data as its primary ma-
terial. In addition, the French Slavist, as in previous parts of his work, adduces am-
ple Baltic parallel evidence, thus adding an IE dimension to this reference work.

The fourth volume consists of three parts covering in forty-one chapters: I.
“Flectional suffixes,” II. “Productive suffixes,” and IIl. “Other suffixes and
composition” (i.e., compound formation). It should be noted that, given the largely
prehistoric merger of -0 stems and -ii stems, Vaillant does not treat the latter se-
parately. Similarly, other “submerged” formational types are not singled out.
Chapter 1 surveys the suffixes *-0-, *-d- and *-i-. Chapters 2 through 18 subse-
quently examine deverbative nouns, subclassified according to their root vocalism.
Chapters 16 and 17 discuss, in particular, disyllabic deverbatives, adjectives, and
some aspects of deverbative nouns, while chapter 18 accounts for their accentuation.
Part II subdivides the “productive suffixes” by gender: masculines in -bcb, -BkD,
-nik’s, -teljb, -arjb, etc.; feminines in -sca, -ica, -bka, -ina, -ota, -ostb, -tva, -ynji,
neuters in -bce, - ko, -bje, -bstvo, etc. Adjectival suffixes are dealt with in chapters
25 and 26. Part III then discusses what the author has lumped together under “other
suffixes”, i.e., non-flectional and/or non-productive derivational morphemes.
These are -b-, -d-, -g-, -j-; -k-; -I-, -m-, -n-, -r-; -s-, -x-; ~t-, -v-, and, as a result of a
secondary phonetic development, -z-. In chapter 37 the author investigates bor-
rowed suffixes, primarily of an early date, while in chapter 38 he treats the auslaut of
adverbs (from a historical perspective, justifiably subsumed under nominal deriva-
tion). The rubric of chapter 39 —“Verbal derivation”—is not entirely transparent
since it deals with verbal prefixation (“preverbation” and deprefixation
(“depreverbation”) rather than with verbal derivation proper (suffixation, also infixa-
tion). Chapters 40 and 41, finally, sketch the principles of Early Slavic (and Baltic)
compound formation.

Though there can be no doubt about the great value of this volume, if only for the
wealth of the data presented and analyzed, problematic classification and subcategor-
ization detract somewhat from its usefulness. Vaillant’s organization of the material
thus obscures the identification of broad chronological layers, namely, IE, Balto-
Slavic, CS, attested Early Slavic borrowing and calques, more recent formations,
outright neologisms, and so forth. Also the significant spatial divisions (general vs.
regional vs. individual Slavic) and social dimensions (reflected in such oppositions
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as bookish Church Slavic, vernacular literary vs. vernacular colloquial, substandard,
etc.) are not sufficiently defined. For a further discussion of the merits and short-
comings of this part of the late French Slavist’s impressive work, see, for example,
Reinhart 1976 and Birnbaum 1981e.

Volume V of Vaillant’s comparative Slavic grammar is, largely, an outline, where
the emphasis on OCS data is clearly a restricting factor. The two parts of this vo-
lume treat first “the use of forms” and then “the phrase” (the latter, however, includ-
ing also the full-fledged predicative syntagm, i.e., the clause and the sentence).
Specifically, in part I are discussed the categories of gender and number, case, pre-
positions, and the use of verbal forms. Part II surveys various types of syntactic
phrases, including sentences, followed by a detailed discussion of conjunctions and
word order. Although the prominence of OCS syntactic data is somewhat dispro-
protionate, Vaillant also provides exemplification from other Slavic languages, both
early recorded and modern ones. This allows him to draw far-reaching conclusions
regarding preliterate, in other words CS, grammatical functions and sentence struc-
ture. In his syntactic reconstructions, the author operates with hypothetical IE struc-
tures and frequently points to the attested parallel evidence of Baltic, which, here as
elsewhere, is characterized by a high degree of archaism. In dealing with OCS func-
tions and constructions much emphasis is placed on separating, wherever possible,
genuine Slavic from borrowed Greek usage —an indispensable prerequisite for
ascertaining the peculiarities of CS syntactic structure. Yet it must be said that, al-
though in more than one respect insightful and important, this volume does not quite
stand up to some of the previous ones, both as regards its theoretical foundations and
the richness of data cited. For further evaluations of this volume of Vaillant’s major
work, see in particular Kortlandt 1978e, Gribble 1980, Pennington 1980, and
Birnbaum 1983c.

While Vaillant saw the completion of his ambitious scholarly and, at the same
time, pedagogical project, it is less likely that the Soviet Slavist S. B. Bernstejn will
be able to bring his enterprise of equally far-reaching design to fruition. Yet a se-
quel to his 1961 Ocerk sravnitel’noj grammatiki slavjanskix jazykov appeared in
1974, treating morphophonemic alternations and the formation of nominal stems.
Although this volume, like its predecessor, has the format of an academic textbook,
it also includes the results of its author’s original research. Part one, on alternations,
discusses specifically: phonetic changes and alternations, the formation and disinte-
gration of morphophonemic alternations, the types and kinds of grammatical alterna-
tions, the kinds of morphophonemic alternations, the sets of morphophonemic alter-
nations, and morphophonemic alternations of vocalic and consonantal variants.
Separate sections treat: IE ablaut and its structure and development in the position
before resonants; the modification of alternations after the monophthongization of
diphthongs and restructuring of tautosyllabic groups; the grammatical functions of
ablaut; and the utilization of ablaut in various CS dialects. A special section is de-
voted to the formation of consonantal alternations and another one to fleeting vow-
els. The remaining sections of this part survey the alternations of various stem
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classes: those in -a, masculine nouns ending in a hard consonant (old -0 and -i
stems); diminutives in -Bk; possessive adjectives; adjectival formations in -Bn;
nouns with the suffix -pnik-; alternations in the infinitive, the present tense, and the
aorist.

Part two of Bernstejn’s work, on nominal stem formation, first discusses, among
other things, the distribution of the various formational types of the noun in CS, the
role of gender, shifting of individual stems from one class to another and, in addi-
tion, identifies traces of grammatical induction. Separate chapters subsequently ex-
amine the remnants of consonantal stems and -s formations; stems in -n (including
those in -men); stems in -¢t; stems in -7, in -4 and -i, as well as stems in -6/-jo and in
-a. Though in no way a truly revolutionizing treatment, Bernstejn’s work is a solid,
well thought-out presentation testifying to its author’s great erudition and ability not
merely to summarize other researchers work, but to integrate his own observations
and ideas as well. For a more detailed assessment of this volume, see Eckert 1975.

The CS evolution and pre-Slavic processes also take up a large part of the fairly
traditional text by B. Gasparov and P. Sigalov, Sravnitel’naja grammatika slavjan-
skix jazykov (1974; for a review of volume one, see Kiparsky 1975b). Of the two
volumes, the first one treats phonology while the second one covers morphology and
its functioning. The first part of volume I discusses the relationship of the PIE sound
pattern to its early CS (PS) counterpart. Not only is there a section dealing with the
earliest retrievable stage of the PIE phonological system, but special sections discuss
the loss of laryngeals and its consequences, the restructuring of the consonantal sys-
tem and the earliest recoverable phase of PS phonology. The second part of volume
I traces the phonological changes ascertainable in PS, but which belong in fact to the
immediately preceding Balto-Slavic period. The authors thus survey the shift
s > x, the loss of syllabic resonants and its consequences, Balto-Slavic prosodic
changes, as well as some other, less significant phenomena of the Balto-Slavic
period (assimilations of vowels: e > o before u, e > i before i; earliest vowel con-
traction of the type ne-est- > nést-; loss of IE geminates; ur > r-, possibly paral-
leled by ul- > I; sr > str, zr > zdr). Subsequent parts discuss the history of the
sound pattern of Early CS (PS) and elaborate on the major phonological modifica-
tions of the CS period. Here, in particular, the authors treat the first delabializations
of vowels, the emergence of the tendency toward rising sonority, the subsequent
evolution of that tendency at the close of the CS period, the evolution of the tendency
toward syllabic synharmonism in CS, the restructuring of Late CS vocalism, and
some of the main developments of CS phonology as they anticipate subsequent
phonological modifications in the individual Slavic languages of the attested period.
Volume II, after a brief discussion of the causes underlying morphological change,
deals with the various word classes and their subcategories in traditional order, re-
marking on CS origins throughout the presentation.
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1.3. Comparative Indo-European Linguistics

The Slavic, and specifically CS, component of IE has of course also been discussed,
to various degrees, in recent general analyses of the IE language family. Thus,
problems of prehistoric Slavic linguistics are considered in V. I. Georgiev’s
Introduction to the History of the Indo-European Languages. This is the English
rendition of the Bulgarian scholar’s revised and expanded text based on his notes for
a lecture course given several years ago at Moscow University. Though focusing
primarily on the fields of his special interest —Early Balkan, Greek, and Anatolian
—Georgiev also treats such topics as “Balto-Slavic, Germanic, and Indo-Iranian”
(chapter 8) and “Tocharian and Balto-Slavic” (chapter 9). In this context it should
be noted that the Bulgarian Indo-Europeanist accepts the Balto-Slavic hypothesis in
qualified terms, that is, recognizing the primacy of Baltic (especially archaic
Lithuanian) over Slavic. Cf. the model conceived by V. V. Ivanov and V. N.
Toporov; but see now also Trubacev 1982 discussed below (VI.4.). Operating, as
usual, in a very wide-ranging framework, Georgiev repeats here his relevant views.
Thus he posits the period of Balto-Slavic unity during the third millennium B.C.; a
transitional period lasting from the late third through the early second millennium
B.C.; the CS (or PS) period proper during the second and first millennia B.C.; a sec-
ond transitional period at the beginning of the first millennium A.D.; and, finally,
the crystallization of the major Slavic linguistic subbranches during the fourth
through eighth centuries A.D. For this summation of Georgiev’s views of preliter-
ate IE, including Slavic, basically the same assessment holds true as for much of his
previous work; the author displays a thorough control of the relevant data coupled
with an imaginative, on occasion overly bold, interpretation of linguistic prehistory.

In a volume of studies tackling a number of still unresolved and controversial
problems of IE linguistics, J. Kurylowicz (1977) also discusses Slavic and especially
CS linguistic data. Among issues addressed are both the form and function of cer-
tain morphological —in particular, verbal —categories and previously much de-
bated prosodic phenomena. Thus, the Polish comparatist again considers the forma-
tion of the IE aorist and imperfect adducing Slavic along with other evidence (cf. 77
and 85-7); he further comments on the future tense and the subjunctive mood (cf., on
the Slavic perfective present denoting the future, 95). Among problems of IE accen-
tology Kurytowicz devotes a whole chapter to Saussure’s Law (157-63). It will be
recalled that this law is considered by many scholars not to have operated in Slavic
(but only in Baltic), and that the Polish linguist did not even consider Slavic prosody
to be a direct reflection of PIE accentuation.

A general treatment of PIE syntax, and particularly word order, including relevant
Slavic evidence can be found in Friedrich 1975 (for details, see below, IV.3. and
IV.4.). For a discussion of some special problems of CS in its IE setting and the re-
lationships of the Slavic protolanguage to its IE cognates, cf. also below, VI.1.



General Treatments 1.4, 6

I.4. Common Slavic as Prehistory of Individual Slavic Languages (Diachrony of
Individual Slavic Languages)

Of general treatments of the diachrony of individual Slavic languages which trace
their origins to CS or even pre-Slavic phenomena and processes, the OCS grammar
by R. Aitzetmiiller (1978) deserves mention. Explicity designed as an introduction
to comparative Slavic linguistics in its broader, IE context, this is essentially a his-
torically oriented OCS grammar of the traditional, neogrammarian bent in which
comparative evidence figures prominently. In the section on OCS phonology and its
prehistory, the author recognizes a “law of open syllables,” which he reformulates
slightly, and a general trend toward palatalization (cf. the corresponding concepts
defined by N. van Wijk and R. Nahtigal). He also assumes a special tendency said
to have prevailed in CS by which earlier a would have been “renarrowed,” however
not to J, but to 'a. This latter view is, to be sure, highly problematic; cf. Bimbaum
1974, 146; 1979b, 202, 205-10. As regards CS and recorded Slavic accentuation,
the author, in agreement with a majority of comparatists (but contrary to
Kurylowicz), considers it a direct continuation of the prosodic state of affairs prevail-
ing in the IE protolanguage. In a similar vein he sees the origin of the formal desig-
nation of aspect in Slavic as residing in certain morphological categories characteris-
tic of the PIE verb (cf. similar ideas previously expressed by C. G. Regnéll and N.
van Wijk). For critical evaluations of Aitzetmiiller’s text, cf. Birnbaum 1978c and
Jelitte 1980/81.

The comparative approach is also found in W. R. Schmalstieg’s introduction to
OCS (1976). Less immediately useful, perhaps, for classroom teaching concerned
primarily with OCS itself, this is nonetheless a valuable tool for students interested in
comparative IE linguistics and, particularly, in problems of Balto-Slavic. For some
critical assessments, see Huntley 1976, Honowska 1976, and Dostil 1977, the last
particularly pointing out the book’s limited value for strictly philological work.

An OCS grammar of an entirely different kind is Lunt 1974, the sixth, thoroughly
revised edition, which includes for the first time a lengthy epilogue, “Toward a
Generative Phonology of Old Church Slavonic.” This text, designed for use at
American universities, is a strictly synchronic description of the earliest literary lan-
guage of the Slavs, and as such it is a reliable reference work indeed. CS data ap-
pear here therefore only obliquely, as reflected in the attested OCS evidence.
Moreover, in the added section on OCS phonology, now viewing it in generative
terms, a great number of the underlying sounds and forms bear, naturally, a striking
resemblance to those reconstructable for Late CS. Though the purely pedagogical
value of this highly theoretical and technical treatment of OCS phonology, taking up
almost half of the entire grammar, may be doubtful, it is, overall, more impressive
than T. Lightner’s early analysis of phonology and morphophonemics as they apply
to the OCS verb. In general, Lunt’s approach to generative phonology is fairly or-
thodox, reflecting the standard approach of the late 1960s. For some assessments of
the new edition of Lunt’s OCS grammar, see Huntley 1975 and Wukasch 1977.

Of historical treatments of Russian, A. Issatschenko’s Geschichte der russischen



General Treatments 1.4. 7

Sprache, the first volume of which appeared posthumously in 1980, deserves parti-
cular mention. The author combines an outline of the external (or cultural) history
of the Russian literary language with a diachronic description of its structure and
offers a number of refreshingly novel, if in part bold and controversial, interpreta-
tions. The volume also contains two chapters on “The Slavs and their language:
From Common Slavic to Late Proto-Slavic” (13-23) and “The Eastern Slavs and
Early East Slavic” (24-53). In accounting for the major sound changes usually at-
tributed to CS and commenting on their partly controversial chronology,
Issatschenko stresses, in particular, the peripheral nature of the Late CS dialect un-
derlying Russian proper, particularly in relation to the prehistoric dialectal base of
Ukrainian. In this respect the late Slavist echoes and amplifies on the relevant views
of his teacher, N. S. Trubeckoj.

CS and occasionally even PIE provide the point of departure for two other recent
texts treating contemporary standard Russian from a diachronic point of view. The
first of these is R. Auty’s sketch “The Russian Language,” forming part of the sec-
ond volume of the Companion to Russian Studies, which provides an introduction to
Russian language and literature (Auty 1977). The other text is B. Panzer’s Der
genetische Aufbau des Russischen (Panzer 1978a). The former designed for British
academic use, the latter for the same purpose in West Germany, both these textbooks
are essentially traditional, offering only a few less common observations and ex-
planations. Yet it should be pointed out that Panzer’s book has a somewhat innova-
tive format and presents abundant information also on the prehistory of Russian, in-
cluding the evolution both from PIE to CS and from CS to Proto-Russian (Common
East Slavic). For reviews of Panzer’s introduction, see, e.g., Stolz 1980 and
Leeming 1981b.

Volume three of V. Kiparsky’s multi-volume Russian historical grammar, treating
the evolution of the vocabulary, appeared in 1975 (Kiparsky 1975a). As is well
known, historical lexicology has long been a particular forte of the renowned Finnish
Slavist, and this volume is therefore of special interest also for the student of CS. In
this volume the author treats at some length both the inherited lexical stock of con-
temporary standard Russian and its loanwords, including preliterate ones. Among
the Erbworter, the author distinguishes three chronological layers: Russian words of
a) IE origin (for which an age of c. 3500 years is assumed); b) Balto-Slavic origin (at
least 2500 years old); and c) strictly CS origin. Each of these layers is then subdi-
vided according to semantic category (22-53). The particularly instructive section
on Russian loanwords borrowed in pre-Petrinic times discusses CS loanwords from
Germanic (54-59), Iranian (59-61), Turkic (here only the pre-Mongol loans are per-
tinent to our discussion, 61-4), Greek (76-84), Finno-Ugric (86-92), and Baltic
(92—4). Of the CS loanwords from Germanic — a topic treated by the author
already in his still not entirely outdated dissertation of 1934 — four groups are sin-
gled out. The first group consists of nine Proto-Germanic (pre-Gothic) loanwords:
glaz, duma, knjaz’, skot, tyn, xifina, xlev, xolm, and OR Soloms Church Slavic
sléms (R slem). With respect to skot, the author considers Germanic -tt- a reliable
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criterion indicative of borrowing from Germanic and not vice versa (cf. the contrary
view propounded by R. Jakobson, E. Stankiewicz, V. V. Martynov, and others,
with only minor differences; but, on the other hand, see Marczak 1975, referred to
below). The second group contains Gothic loanwords, totaling seventeen (including
the name of the Danube: Dunaj/Dunav), while the third is made up of Balkan
Germanic loanwords (among them bukva, vinograd, and smokva). Finally, in the
fourth group are found West Germanic loanwords, that is, primarily German (mostly
Old High German) borrowings. It should be noted that of the fifty-five Germanic
loanwords assumed by the author to have entered CS, the vast majority are cultural
terms, most of them nouns.

In discussing Iranian loanwords, Kiparsky takes note of O. N. Trubacev’s revolu-
tionizing view (expressed in a lengthy article published in Etimologija 1965, pu-
blished in 1967) according to which the Iranian loans found in East Slavic (Russian
and Ukrainian) cannot be traced to the earliest phase of Slavic-Iranian relations.
Instead, the Soviet etymologist considered twelve items found in West Slavic
(primarily Polish and Czech) to be reflexes of “CS dialect words.” Though not all of
Trubadev’s Iranian etymologies are fully convincing, Kiparsky acknowledges the
significance of the Soviet linguist’s findings, pointing to the difficulty of reconciling,
in historical terms, the existence of Iranian loanwords (suggestive of early Slavic
contacts) precisely in the Slavic West. After TrubaCev’s purging of Iranian loan-
words in Russian, only the following items remain as reasonably certain: bog, gunja,
morda, sapog, topor, and Stany.

As for the Turkic loanwords in Russian dating back to preliterate times, only the
name of the Avars, OR Ob()re, sg. Ob(B)rinb, from which also the West Slavic
designation of ‘giant’, P olbrzym, OP obrzym, Cz obr, Slk obor, is derived, must
undoubtedly be considered of prehistoric origin (6th-8th cc.). In most other cases
the exact date when a pre-Mongol Turkic word entered Old Russian, or preliterate
East Slavic, is virtually impossible to ascertain.

Of the numerous Greek loanwords in Russian, the overwhelming majority entered
Russian only in historical times (in the late 10th-early 11th cc., in connection with
Russia’s conversion to Christianity and its immediate aftermath; in the 14th—15th
cc., during the so-called Second South Slavic Influence; and in the 17th c., as a re-
sult of Patriarch Nikon’s reform and the subsequent church schism). Only korabl’
seems to be a clearly prehistoric loan from Greek, while the “migratory word” kad’
‘tub, barrel’ is also possibly of preliterate date and borrowed from Greek.

As regards alleged borrowings from Finno-Ugric as early as the CS period, the no-
tion of a Finno-Ugric substratum underlying all of CS can now be discarded. Only
in a relatively small number of instances may some of the Finnic loanwords of
Russian date back to a preliterate, dialectal CS (East Slavic) period and area.

Methodological difficulties are almost insurmountable in identifying possible
Baltic lexical borrowings in prehistoric Slavic, given that Baltic attestation starts
only several centuries after the beginning of Slavic literacy. In particular, it is ex-
tremely difficult to determine whether the correspondence of certain items of Slavic
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(especially of Russian, Belorussian, and Polish) with their exact counterparts in
Baltic is due to borrowing from Baltic to Slavic or from Slavic to Baltic (the latter be-
ing the more frequent), or whether we are dealing here with parallel inheritance from
PIE or one of its dialects.

Concerning the North Germanic (Scandinavian) loanwords in Russian (94-8),
even the oldest ones (e.g., varjag, vitjaz’, grid’, kolbjag, Selk, jabeda, and a few
others) mostly date from post-CS and partly early historical times. Only vitjaz’ may
actually be of CS origin (cf. also P zwycigzy¢ ‘to win, conquer’).

The preliterate evolution of the lexicon is further discussed by Kiparsky in a leng-
thy chapter on Russian suffix formation (181-305), as well as in a shorter treatment
of prefix formation (306-43). Here the material is grouped by individual nominal
suffixes and, with regard to the verb, according to the five present-stem (Leskien)
classes; a further criterion for grouping the data is provided by individual prefixes.
Some considerations concerning the prehistoric development are also included in a
separate chapter on compounds (344-50). In particular, Kiparsky discusses here the
archaic (IE) compositional types of copulative compounds (known as dvandva), de-
terminative compounds (the two subtypes of which are sometimes referred to as
tatpurusa and karmadharaya), and attributive compounds (bahuvrihi). All these
compound types are attested in Old Russian: e.g., bratbsestra, malbZena; medveds
(< *medb-védp or *medb-édb), vojevoda, velbmoZa, VySbgrad®s, Novbgorods,
Vol¢ijxvost. For a brief assessment of this volume of Kiparsky’s impressive work,
see Lunt 1976.

A survey of CS and a section on one of the dialects of Late CS are included in W.
Kuraszkiewicz’s historical grammar of Polish (cf. Kuraszkiewicz 1972, 13-20).
Although reliable, as is most of the Polish scholar’s work, this textbook does not
contribute much new to our knowledge of CS (cf. for an assessment Cantarini
1973/74).

The fourth and fifth volumes of the monumental history of Slovak by J. Stanislav
(1973) treat syntax. As in previous volumes of this work, CS data provide here the
point of departure.

For some comments on recent general treatments of the historical phonology of in-
dividual Slavic languages (Russian, Ukrainian, Belorussian, Polish, and Slovak) by
Kantor and Smith (1975), Kolesov (1980a), Shevelov (1979), Wexler (1977),
Stieber (1973b) and Krajcovic (1975), see below, subII.1.



II. PHONOLOGY

II.1. Monographic Treatments and General Problems of Common Slavic
Phonology

Particularly deserving of mention among recent monographic treatments and discus-
sions of more general problems pertaining to CS phonology is the study by V. N.
Cekman, Issledovanija po istori¢eskoj fonetike praslavjanskogo jazyka, subtitled
Tipologija i rekonotrukcija (Cekman 1975). Cekman’s approach to linguistic recon-
struction is in part untraditional, relying as it does largely on a typological frame-
work to retrieve the sound pattern of CS and to elucidate some of its modifications
through time. The theoretical portion of the book discusses, specifically, the overall
goals of comparative historical linguistics, commenting on the particular techniques
used in reconstructing lost protolanguages. Typological irregularities, applicable to
and informing the methodology of reconstruction, are emphasized and dynamic
models of linguistic change are sketched. The author thus relates problems of
change to language typology. Also treated are insights gained from areal linguistics
and, in particular, the specific diffusion of linguistic phenomena in space. Of the
various individual phonological phenomena and processes of CS, those discussed are
palatalizations and jotations, including the controversial chronology of velar and oth-
er palatalizations, as well as the problem of the rise and ultimate disintegration of
syllabemes, again, with unresolved issues of time sequence. Additionally, Cekman
considers the general phenomenon of the tendency toward open-syllable structure
and its implications for CS developments. Of particular problems in CS phonology,
the fate of i and 4 (i.e., the prehistoric evolution and early attested phase of the histo-
ry of the jers) is discussed.

In a review article by E. Stankiewicz (1973) on “The Historical Phonology of
Common Slavic,” the author discusses Z. Stieber’s treatment of CS phonology as
presented in his outline of comparative Slavic grammar. Though noting some short-
comings in the Polish linguist’s textbook, Stankiewicz nonetheless considers it the
most useful, informative, and manageable survey of CS phonology (the last qualifi-
cation obviously aimed at G. Y. Shevelov’s much more detailed and bulky treatment
of the same field). Yet, the American Slavist calls for a “broader integration of his-
torical and dialectological studies, a deeper approach to the reconstruction of prehis-
toric facts, and a stronger emphasis on general principles” (192).

In the volume honoring Roman Jakobson’s contribution to linguistics and, indeed,
scholarship at large, S. K. Saumjan (1977) offers a highly positive reassessment of
the great American linguist’s contribution to the study of Slavic historical phonolo-
gy. In particular, he emphasizes the then methodological novelty and the lasting im-
pact of Jakobson'’s early classic, Remarques, including his pioneering treatment of
preliterate, largely CS, phonological evolution.

W. R. Schmalstieg’s “New Thoughts on Indo-European Phonology” advocates a



Phonology II.1. 11

“new view” of IE phonology, including also a number of facts and developments
drawn from, or pertinent to, CS. In this context it may be mentioned, however, that
even more far-reaching reassessments of PIE and comparative IE phonology have
been proposed, and in part sketched, also by the Soviet linguists V. V. Ivanov and T.
V. Gamkrelidze as well as by, in the West, O. Szemerényi, A. Bomhard, and others.

A more traditional overview of the phonological evolution from Late CS to Proto-
OCS (Trubeckoj’s Urkirchenslavisch) was offered by L. Moszyniski (1978a). Using
a structural framework adopted from the Prague School (and in more recent years ap-
plied successfully by Stieber to Slavic), Moszyriski endeavors to suggest some broad
systematizations of Slavic prehistoric sound evolution. Thus he points out that the
vowel system remained fundamentally unchanged throughout the Late CS and
Proto-OCS period. The consonant system, by contrast, was significantly restruc-
tured, rendering the softness opposition secondary or even redundant and showing
first instances of dispalatalization, with the rise of a biphonemic value of palatalized
labials as a result, and implementing a number of other related sound shifts: *z > ¢’
> §t, *dj > d’ > Zd, simplification of affricates dZ, dz’ > %, z” > z. Further simpli-
fications in the consonant system as well as other minor modifications are noted.
Among the latter, the author comments, in particular, on the fact that Gk ph and th
are not always rendered by p and ¢, but in addition yield the new phoneme f.
Generally, it can be said therefore that while the OCS vowel system is markedly ar-
chaic, its consonant system is innovative as compared to that of CS.

W. Mariczak’s treatment of Slavic historic phonology (1977a) views comparative
historical phonology of Slavic, including its CS origin, almost exclusively in terms
of the impact attributed by the author to word frequency as it affects phonetic
change. Thus he examines the Slavic data according to word class and derivational
as well as inflectional morphemes where these exhibit an irregular evolution. The
Cracow linguist posits CS protoforms virtually throughout his discussion without,
however, ever questioning their precise status and chronologically determined shape
or origin. This, therefore, is yet another of his many contributions written in the
spirit of Zipf’s Law, emphasizing—indeed overemphasizing—purely statistical con-
siderations.

Problems of CS and Early Slavic phonology are also addressed in S. Rospond’s
study (1975) on Slavic historical phonology in light of onomastics. Rospond de-
monstrates, once more, the value of toponymy and other geographic names in elu-
cidating some insufficiently understood facets of prehistoric Slavic phonology.

Sections, of varying length and attention to detail, treating CS phonology are also
included in a number of recent texts, or surveys, of the historical phonology of indi-
vidual Slavic languages. This applies, for example, to V. V. Kolesov’s introduction
to the historical phonology of Russian (Kolesov 1980a). In chapters one and two are
discussed “the earliest phonemic system of the East Slavic dialect as a constituent
part of Common Slavic” (13-68) and “the completion of the dynamic tendencies of
Common Slavic in Old Russian (mid-10th to end of 11th cc.)” (69-106). M.
Kantor and R. N. Smith’s “A Sketch of the Major Developments in Russian
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Historical Phonology” is relevant to our discussion only insofar as it includes a set of
generative phonological rules for converting PIE to contemporary standard Russian
sounds and forms. The proposed rules thus parallel the pre-Slavic and CS, in addi-
tion to recorded, stages of development.

G. Y. Shevelov’s monumental A Historical Phonology of the Ukrainian Language
(Shevelov 1979), using the same approach, notational conventions, and format as his
previous treatment of CS phonology, proceeds consistently from Late CS when
viewing the subsequent, attested evolution of Proto- and Early Ukrainian. Thus, in
particular, section two discusses “The Common Slavic Phonemic System Before the
Beginning of the Formation of Ukrainian” (51-4), and section three dwells on
“Peculiarities of the Proto-Ukrainian Dialects in the Common Slavic Palatalizational
Processes” (55-77). For some reviews of Shevelov’s recent work, see, e.g., Hiittl-
Folter 1980 and Perfecky 1981 (leveling some harsh criticism particularly against the
book’s style).

Similarly, P. Wexler, in his matching treatment of Belorussian historical phonolo-
gy (1977), takes CS as the point of departure when discussing subsequent
Belorussian developments. Notably, this textbook contains a section on models of
evolution and here traces the evolution from CS to Belorussian (52-64). For some
assessments of this treatment, see Dingley 1979 and Naylor 1980.

Z. Stieber’s A Historical Phonology of the Polish Language (Stieber 1973b) is a
revised and expanded English rendition of his previous treatment of the prehistoric
and historical phonological evolution of Polish, adapted to the format of the series of
historical phonologies edited by Shevelov. Though adding little new to Stieber’s
previous findings, it should be noted that the book, in chapter one, contains a section
on the preliterate period. Here the author discusses, among other things, “The
Common Slavic Vowel System,” “The Prosody of Common Slavic,” and “The
Common Slavic Consonantal System,” as well as other prehistoric developments,
partly of a CS dialectal nature. Stieber’s work has been reviewed by, among others,
Birnbaum (1981c).

R. Kraj¢ovi¢’s parallel treatment of Slovak historical phonology (Kraj¢ovi¢ 1975)
also discusses in the introduction (23—41) such topics as the CS basis of Slovak, the
relation of that basis to the CS macro-dialects, the CS basis of the western, eastern
and central dialects of Slovak. In addition, a number of general conclusions are
drawn from this discussion. For critical assessments of Krajéovi¢’s work, see, e.g.,
Laskowski 1975 and Vavrus 1977.

I1.2. Accentology

Considerable progress has been made over the last ten years or so in the field of
Slavic accentology, particularly in the reconstruction of CS (and Balto-Slavic) pro-
sodic structure. Here, the writings of two Soviet and two Western linguists are espe-
cially prominent. They are V. A. Dybo and V. V. Kolesov, and P. Garde and F.
Kortlandt.
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Two comprehensive essays by Dybo are particularly deserving of mention:
“Baltoslavjanskaja akcentnaja sistema s tipologi¢eskoj to¢ki zrenija i problema re-
konstrukcii indoevropejskogo akcenta” (Dybo 1980 and 1979b) and “Rekonstrukcija
sistemy akcentnyx paradigm v praslavjanskom (konspekt)” (1979a). The first of the
two studies is a significant reinterpretation of Balto-Slavic prosody viewed both in
typological terms and as it relates to the accentual facts of IE. Much of the author’s
previous work on CS accentology is summarized and integrated here, and Dybo also
discusses the overall Balto-Slavic prosodic prototype as it underlies the Early CS
(PS) accentual system. In the second part of the study, the Soviet linguist focuses
specifically on the accentological status of oxytones found in what is usually termed
“accent type ¢” (i.e., paradigmatically mobile stress) in CS. He proposes the recon-
struction of the original “accentual curve” in this nominal paradigm, retaining
Stang’s view of the genetic identity of this paradigm and what is known as paradigm
3 in Lithuanian; yet Dybo modifies some of the details of Stang’s conception. Thus,
he takes into account, among other things, the reformulation by V. M. Illi¢-Svity¢ of
Hirt’s Law.

Dybo’s second study presents a preview of his major work (Dybo 1981, discussed
below). The analysis presented here makes novel use of data deriving from the ac-
centual systems of Old Russian (or rather Russian Church Slavic from the 14th c.),
of Middle Bulgarian (the evidence being also from the 14th ¢.), Old Serbian (with
data from the beginning of the 15th c.), Croatian (with Kajkavian evidence stemming
from the 16th c., Cakavian from the 17th c.); in addition, West Slavic data are recon-
sidered. As can be gathered even from these brief comments, Dybo resorts to the
comparative method when attempting to reconstruct the Balto-Slavic state of affairs,
or level of evolution, when the law of the development of syllabic accentuation (as
formulated by Saussure and Bezzenberger) was operational. The present recon-
struction is more complete than previous ones since it includes not only the system of
accentual paradigms of the noun but also the accentual types of the pronoun, as well
as a tentative systematization of the accentual types of derived nouns, with rules for-
mulated for their generation. Moreover, this sketch presents a system of the accen-
tual types also for the verb, commenting on the regularities of their distribution, as
well as a separate system for generating the accentual types of deverbal nouns.
Finally, the regularities occurring in the phrasal modifications of accentuation are
briefly commented upon.

Dybo’s Slavjanskaja akcentologija. Opyt rekonstrukcii sistemy akcentnyx para-
digm v praslavjanskom (1981) is one of the two most important monographic treat-
ments of CS accentology since C. S. Stang’s Slavonic Accentuation (1957). It was
Stang who correlated three distinctive tones (or pitches: acute, circumflex, neoacute)
with three accentual paradigms, since then conventionally labeled a, b, and c. In
paradigm a stress was fixed on an acute syllable. Paradigm b displayed neoacute
tone in some forms, short accent on the immediately following syllable in others.
(Since neoacute is due to stress retraction, paradigm b had fixed stress on a non-
initial syllable at an earlier stage of CS or Balto-Slavic.) Paradigm ¢ had circumflex
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tone on the initial syllable in some forms, final stress in others. Put differently, the
paradigms can be described as having: fixed stress (a), partly shifted stress (b), and
mobile stress (c¢). Complementing Stang’s findings, Dybo (corroborated by Illi¢-
Svity¢) established a progressive accent shift which reduced paradigms a and b to a
single earlier CS paradigm. Since type a had fixed stress on a non-final acute sylla-
ble and acute vowels were shortened in CS, the accentual paradigms a and b were in
complementary distribution. Thus, the rise of type b can be explained phonetically
by assuming that a stressed vowel which was neither acute nor circumflex lost its
stress to the following syllable in Slavic. The progressive accent shift (known as
Dybo’s Law) differs from Saussure’s Law in that the shift is assumed to be independ-
ent of the pitch (tone) of the syllable attracting the stress.

The new monograph by Dybo is, in fact, the first complete reconstruction of the
CS accentual system ever undertaken in systematic fashion. As a result of a radical
reevaluation and substantial reinterpretation of Slavic diachronic accentology
(largely contained already in his previous pertinent writings), the author has been
able to establish a uniform, general principle for setting up a coherent system of CS
accentual paradigms. In addition to utilizing previously analyzed data, Dybo’s stu-
dy is based on evidence culled from early Slavic texts to which little attention has
been paid in earlier accentological research.

Dybo’s work contains, in addition to a general introduction (3-10), three major
sections treating: (1) the accentual paradigms of the noun in Baltic and Slavic
(11-54); (2) the accentual types of derivatives in CS and the rules for their generation
(55-196); and (3) the accentuation of the CS verb and the fundamental principle of
establishing the Balto-Slavic accent system (197-262). The author reassesses the
validity of some previously formulated major “sound laws” pertinent to
accentology—viz. Fortunatov’s Law (i.e. Saussure’s Law as applied to Slavic data,
previously rejected by Stang), and Leskien’s, Meillet’s, Hirt’s, and Illi¢-Svity¢’s
Laws. He further comments on the prosodic correspondences between Slavic and
Baltic (especially Lithuanian) and their relationship to the reconstructable accentual
system of PIE (against Kurylowicz’s view of no direct link between PIE and Balto-
Slavic accentuation). Operating with the three major types of accentual paradigms
(a, b, c), Dybo arrives at the conclusion that all morphemes of CS can be assigned to
one of two morphophonemic prosodic classes as regards their ictus (place of stress):
= the class of “recessive morphemes” (cf. the similar viewpoint presented in work
by Garde, discussed below). To class I belong: (1) the roots of accent paradigm 1
(subsuming types a and b), (2) desinences receiving stress in accent paradigm 2
(corresponding to type c), and (3) the suffixes of words whose roots belong to class
II. To class II belong: (1) the roots of accent paradigm 2, (2) thematic vowels, (3)
the desinences of enklinomena (a designation of ancient Greek grammar, reintro-
duced by R. Jakobson) of accent paradigm 2, and (4) the suffixes of words whose
roots belong to class I. The prosodic characteristics of these two morpheme classes
can be referred to as their accentual “valences”—with class I having higher, class II
lower valence. A general law of the accentual “contour” of morpheme sequences in
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Balto-Slavic may be formulated as follows: The ictus falls in the beginning of mor-
pheme sequences (including one-morpheme sequences) of higher valence. The
Balto-Slavic accentual system can be conceived of as a reflection of IE tonal relation-
ships.

Finally, several more accentual contributions by Dybo should be noted. Dybo
1974 presents a study on Afghan accentuation and its significance for IE and Balto-
Slavic accentology, while Dybo 1975 and 1977 concern reflexes of the Law of
Vasil’ev-Dolobko (in Old Russian and Middle Bulgarian). Two studies treat the ac-
centual types of the present tense of verbs: the first, of verbs with a reduced vowel in
the root (Dybo 1972); the second, of verbs with roots ending in a non-sonorant
(Dybo 1982). Stress patterns of derived adjectives are the topic of Dybo 1971.

Kolesov’s accentological studies focus primarily on the evidence of Old Russian,
commenting also on its unattested prehistory, however. His monograph Istorija rus-
skogo udarenija. Immennaja akcentuacija v drevnerusskom jazyke (1972) thus
treats the history of Russian nominal accentuation (feminine nouns, masculine and
neuter nouns, short-form adjectives), including an analysis also of the Late CS be-
ginnings of the evolution subsequently recorded in East Slavic. For an evaluation of
this work, see, e.g., Kiparsky 1974. The other accentual study of similarly broad
scope by Kolesov is his article on the relative chronology of prosodic changes in CS
(Kolesov 1979a). Here he takes into account lasting and recent achievements in the
field (referring to work by, among others, van Wijk, Stang, Jakobson, Kurylowicz,
Sadnik, Kortlandt, Illi¢-Svity¢, and Dybo). The author concludes that in terms of
prosodic restructuring, CS began with the rise of phonemic pitch at the word-form
level. This led to the development of intonational word paradigms, and the emer-
gence of the neo-acute. The culmination of this process was the redistribution of
redundant prosodic features (of stress, according to the “principle of KriZani¢,” stud-
ied by Dybo). Quantity arose on the basis of various rules for shortening positional
length, subsumable under the Laws of Saxmatov, Vondrak, and Trévni¢ek. Only
thereafter begins, in prosodic terms, the period of the independent evolution of the
individual Slavic languages, each with its own characteristic accentual patterns and
entities resulting from various modifications of neo-acute intonation.

Other pertinent studies by the same Soviet Slavist include articles on stress in pre-
fixed nouns in Old Russian and CS, on stress in derived nouns with nonproductive
suffixes in Slavic and, particularly, Old Russian, and on stress in derived nouns with
the suffix -is¢- in the history of Russian (Kolesov 1975, 1979b, 1980b). In the study
on prefixed nouns the author, in surveying pertinent problems of accentuation in Old
Russian and CS, arrives at a unified system as a result of various generalizations and
levelings. He thus distinguishes among formations from: 1) an original mobile ac-
cent type; 2) a mobile accent type with jer prefix; and 3) an original oxytone type,
namely, a) short roots, and b) roots with circumflex (falling) intonation.

Previous work by the two just mentioned Soviet scholars as well as some of their
more recent writings were commented upon by, among others, R. Slonek and R. V.
Bulatova. Slonek 1972 is concerned primarily with the reflexes of IE laryngeals in
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Slavic, while Bulatova 1979 surveys the accomplishments of the preceding two dec-
ades, focusing especially on the contributions by Dybo and Kolesov.

Of P. Garde’s accentual studies, it is above all his two-volume Histoire de
I'accentuation slave (Garde 1976a) that deserves our attention. Comparable in
overall scholarly significance only to C. S. Stang’s and, now, V. A. Dybo’s major
work on Slavic accentuation, Garde’s contribution is superior to Stang’s pioneering
monograph not only because of the former’s more comprehensive character and inte-
gration of the most recent relevant findings but also in terms of its exemplary organi-
zation and presentation of the data. This is a highly original reinterpretation of the
evolution of Slavic prosody in its prehistoric as well as recorded phases. Part One
discusses systematically the Balto-Slavic origins and background. Chapter 1, on the
“Prosodic and Accentological Systems of Balto-Slavic,” includes a discussion of the
Laws of Saussure and Illi¢-Svity¢, among others. Chapter 2 treats “Accent in
Nominal Inflection,” and chapter 3 concerns “Accent in Nominal Derivation.”
Chapter 4 deals with “Accent in Nominal Compounds,” and chapters 5, 6, and 7 cov-
er “Accent in the Verb,” both non-suffixed and suffixed and as it pertains to the verb
stem. Part Two, treating the evolution from Balto-Slavic to the modern period, first
discusses separately Baltic (chapter 3) and then CS (chapter 4). The remaining
chapters are devoted to the individual languages and language groups. Finally, Part
Three attempts to project backward from Balto-Slavic into IE. Thus, chapter 14
concerns the “Origin of Balto-Slavic Intonations,” chapter 15 “The Accent System:
Generalities,” and chapter 16 “Accent and Inflection.” Chapter 17 deals with
“Accent in Nominal Compounds,” chapter 18 with “Accent in Derivation,” and
chapter 19 attempts to look “Towards the Origins of Free Stress in IE.” Needless to
say, this significant contribution has already evoked a considerable scholarly debate,
mixing highly positive with a few critical notes. For reviews of Garde’s work, see,
e.g., Kurylowicz 1977, Cantarini 1977/79, Kiparsky 1977, Kortlandt 1978d,
Neweklowsky 1979, and Halle & Kiparsky 1981, the last going into particular detail
and gauging Garde’s results against those obtainable by a different approach. All in
all, Garde’s and Dybo’s comprehensive monographs can be considered successful
summations of our present knowledge of Slavic accentology and its sources, with
proper attention paid to the intricate interplay between purely phonological
phenomena and morphological—inflectional as well as derivational—factors.

Some other accentological studies by the French Slavist may be considered largely
by-products of his major work, even though they too are of some significance as re-
ports on original findings and insightful conclusions. Thus, the paper discussing the
question of whether the oxytone stress pattern is of CS origin (Garde 1973) suggests
that the Balto-Slavic prosodic system (in Lithuanian modified only by Saussure’s
Law) had but two chief paradigms: a barytone and a mobile one. A third paradigm
—the oxytone stress pattern —appeared only in East and South Slavic (according to
INli¢-Svitye’s Law) shifting stress from a non-acute (i.e. short or circumflex) syllable
to the following. This, however, cannot be considered a CS stress rule since it does
not operate in West Slavic, where the original place of ictus was at first preserved;
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that is, the Balto-Slavic double paradigm prevailed here up to the period when stress
was mechanically fixed (and up to the present in Kashubian). Thus, the counterparts
of East and South Slavic oxytones at first (and in Kashubian until now) remained
barytones in West Slavic. This new hypothesis, therefore, supplements that ad-
vanced by Illi¢-Svity¢, who has shown that original barytones (posited for the distant
past) survived in West Slavic. Consequently, Garde claims to have established a
new phonological isogloss, separating West Slavic from the rest of the Slavic lan-
guages, thus explaining the place of stress in Kashubian as a genuine archaism. For
a contrary view, see Kortlandt 1978d.

The other important paper by Garde (1976b) discusses “Neutralization of Tone in
Common Slavic”, focusing on such neutralization in monosyllabic stems, final syl-
lables of bi- and multi-syllabic stems, long non-final syllables of non-monosyllabic
stems, and long syllables in grammatical endings. The author concludes for CS that

the opposition acute vs. circumflex inherited from Balto-Slavic has been re-

tained in Slavic only in the following positions: under stress, after stress. It
has been neutralized in other positions ...: before stress; in unstressed forms.

Thus Common Slavic had three types of long syllables: acute and circumflex,

which occurred (in opposition with each other) outside the position of neutral-

ization, and non-intonable length which occurred in that position (15).
Chronologically, pitch neutralization was the first strictly CS accentological innova-
tion, i.e., the first development involving Slavic but not Baltic, and thus created a
difference between the prosodic systems of Slavic and Lithuanian (as well as its
sister languages).

Kortlandt’s major contribution to Slavic accentology to date is his monograph
Slavic Accentuation: A Study in Relative Chronology. The study reinterprets some,
but not all, facets of prehistoric Slavic accentuation and is, as indicated by its subti-
tle, primarily concerned with the establishment of relative chronologies. It attempts
to improve on the modern theory of Slavic accentology as it was ushered in by
Stang’s important work. Kortlandt subscribes to Illi¢-Svity¢’s rejection of
Kurytowicz’s (but not Stang’s) view that the pitch and ictus patterns of Balto-Slavic
do not directly reflect a preceding, IE prosodic system. In particular, the Dutch
comparatist discusses: 1) the origin and persistence of stress mobility in the -/ partici-
ples; 2) the origins of differences in ictus, quantity, timbre, and intonation of various
o sounds in diverse variants of Slovenian konj, with further implications for CS; 3)
details of the presumed loss of IE laryngeals in Slavic, assuming for it a relatively
late chronology (post-Balto-Slavic but pre-Late CS); 4) Dolobko’s Law as it applies
to the adjective (including the comparative); and 5) accent as it pertains to case end-
ings, with special attention paid to the interaction of phonological and morphological
factors. In appendices to his study, the author lists, among other things, Slavic lexi-
cal items with originally laryngealized vowels in the root and Slavic reflexes of in-
stances of IE lengthened grade. It should also be mentioned that Kortlandt’s study
examines the detailed chronology of sound change in prehistoric and attested Slavic
proposed by C. L. Ebeling in 1963 (and specifically for Slavic accentuation in 1967).
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For assessments of Kortlandt’s study, see, e.g., Comrie 1975b, Schelesniker
1975/77, Elson 1976, and Birnbaum 1983b.

Other recent accentological work by Kortlandt deals with the essentially post-CS
neo-circumflex, attested in Slovenian and Kajkavian Croatian, for which he basically
accepts Stang’s view (1976), the overall state of the art (1978a), and problems of
Slavic accentuation in deverbative nouns (1979b). As for the present state of the art,
reflecting the twenty years of accomplishments since 1957 (including comments par-
ticularly on the findings of Dolobko, Dybo, Illi¢-Svity¢, Ebeling, Winter, and him-
self), Kortlandt terms the progress spectacular. He is, however, critical of some
more recent developments. As is usual in Kortlandt’s work, there is much emphasis
on detailed chronology. Regarding deverbative nouns, Kortlandt argues that the
only subtype (for such nouns) where two different accentual pardigms can be recon-
structed is that of prefixed masculines. The ascertainable semantic opposition seems
to point to PIE. Feminine deverbatives, on the other hand, all had initial stress in
Early CS (PS).

Of other recent research on Slavic and particularly CS accentology, mention
should be made of M. Halle’s “Remarks on Slavic Accentology” (1971). Here
Halle applies a generative approach to some of the chief phenomena of contemporary
Slavic accentuation, especially Russian, Serbo-Croatian (Stokavian, but also dialec-
tal Slavonian and the Cakavian of Novi), as well as Slovenian. The author postu-
lates throughout a set of synchronic generative rules operating on a uniform underly-
ing accentual system, largely duplicating that assumed for CS. A similar approach
is also employed by B. J. Darden when discussing “Rule Ordering in Baltic and
Slavic Nominal Accentuation” (1972) where not only rule ordering but also an as-
sumed change of status of the segments involved (phonetic vs. phonemic vs. mor-
phophonemic) play a significant role. The notion of neutralization is crucial to the
explanation proposed. Its diachronic significance lies partly in the fact that the
author takes issue with, among others, Kurylowicz and Illi¢-Svity¢. He concludes
that “both languages [i.e., Baltic and Slavic], taking different paths, developed in
such a way as to eliminate the original ties between intonation and quantity.” Darden
1979 contains some further criticism of Illi¢-Svity&’s conception of Balto-Slavic
nominal accentuation, as does Darden 1982 where account is, moreover, taken of the
findings in Winter 1978 (see below, sub I1.3.) and the author now in part sides with
Kurylowicz’s view (as against Ili¢-Svity¢).

P. Kiparsky’s discussion of “The Inflectional Accent in Indo-European” (1973) in-
cludes a reinterpretation of phenomena pertinent also to Balto-Slavic. Thus, he
reassesses the “correspondence” obtaining between the Lithuanian acute (i.e., fall-
ing) and the Slavic acute (i.e., rising) pitch in stem syllables with a contour reversal
postulated for Lithuanian. Kiparsky further suggests that there in fact never existed
“acute mobilia” distinct from “circumflex mobilia.” The American linguist argues
that “what is systematically different in Lithuanian, as opposed to the rest of Balto-
Slavic, is only the falling character of the inherent accent on long stem syllables.
Elsewhere it is rising and therefore distinct from the initial, falling movable accent”
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(834). He thus rejects those theories which assume Balto-Slavic accentual mobility
of -0 and -a stems.

Following Dybo, Nikolaev and Starostin (1982) are concerned with Slavic pri-
marily to establish accentual types of the present and aorist stems. Where possible
these stems are also correlated with their IE counterparts. The authors argue that the
chief characteristic for Slavic of the two IE paradigmatic classes is their accentual
distribution (class I = immobile, or fixed, stress; class II = mobile stress).
Generally, the accentual paradigm can be correlated in Slavic with the formation of
the aorist. Thus, a verb of class I forms a thematic, or “simple,” aorist if the root
ends in a consonant, a sigmatic-root aorist if the root ends in a sonorant. A verb of
class II forms a sigmatic aorist if the root ends in a consonant, a sigmatic-dental
aorist if the root ends in a sonorant. However, this system was modified slightly in
CS as it applied to both accentual classes, and nonparadigmatic aorists of stems in -a
spread widely by analogy.

Critical of Kurylowicz’s relevant views is Z. Junkovié in his contribution treating
the problem of CS metatony and the complexities of intonation in the Slavic proto-
language (Junkovi¢ 1977). CS metatony, as observable in the present tense, and the
application of Dybo’s Law is further the topic of a recent paper by Johnson (1980),
who suggests some major modifications in that law. Moreover, he doubts, in gener-
al, the validity of some of the recent findings in Slavic accentuation not only by
Dybo but also by Ebeling and Kortlandt.

Here also some recent accentological contributions by R. F. Feldstein ought to be
mentioned. Thus, in two papers he reexamines aspects of the neo-acute (Feldstein
1975 and 1978b), particularly in West Slavic, as compared to neo-acute, or rather its
reflexes, in western South Slavic and in East Slavic. In particular he discusses the
role of short high vowels (i.e., b, B) in the rise of neo-acute intonation. Though
only the prosodic feature of quantity can be found in West Slavic as a trace of former
neo-acute pitch, two areas —Czech vs. Slovak and Polish—can be distinguished
here and compared with the prosodic systems of Southwest and Northeast Slavic.
This distinction is contingent upon whether it was tone or stress place that was cru-
cial in preventing the merger of the reflexes of original acute and neo-acute intona-
tion. In the second paper, on this and related subjects, Feldstein attempts to recon-
struct the relative chronology of the loss of pitch opposition and neo-acute retraction
of stress in Slavic nouns with short and long vowels. He suggests a causal connec-
tion between the merger of accentual paradigms with the chronology of neo-acute
stress retraction (from word-final jers). He concludes that significant traces of pitch
distinction can be identified despite the absence of precisely such distinctions in all
of the West Slavic languages. In a third paper (Feldstein 1978a), the same linguist
examines various aspects of the use of prosodic features in CS. Here he modifies the
non-generative approach proposed by Jakobson (in his seminal contribution “Opyt
fonologi¢eskogo podxoda k istori¢eskim voprosam slavjanskoj akcentologii” of
1963) to fit a generative framework. In particular, he suggests a special diacritic
feature in order to account for alternating (non-oxytonic) accentual paradigms while
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commenting on the pertinent work of, among others, Stang and Halle. An overall
assessment of Jakobson’s contribution to Slavic accentology, including its prehisto-
ric phases, can be found in Birnbaum 1977b.

Some of the reflexes of the IE laryngeals as they appear in the prosodic patterning
of Slavic paradigms were studied in a monograph by R. Slonek (1979). The dubious
value of this work was justly pointed out by Shevelov (1980) in his review of it. For
some additional work on the traces of lost IE laryngeals in Slavic, see below sub I1.3.

Issues of Balto-Slavic prosody were further discussed by J. Prinz (1978) and V.
Bubenik (1980). In an attempt at chronolgical systematization Prinz first discusses
the “original intonational situation” followed by sections on “metatonies of the first
type,” “the oldest metatonies of the second type,” and “the Late CS metatonies of the
second type,” assuming “a common Balto-Slavic heritage.” Bubenik in his study
first considers the account of Russian, Serbo-Croatian, and Lithuanian accentuation
offered in recent years by M. Halle and M. J. Kenstowicz. He argues that the no-
tions of specific levels (‘“autonomous phonology and lexology”) are crucial to these
accounts and claims further that the notions of “paradigmatic coherence” and analo-
gy must be taken into consideration in order to avoid such complication as extrinsic
rule ordering.

Old Russian accentological data are commented upon, and their relevance to the
prehistoric evolution demonstrated, in studies by T. G. Xazagerov (1973) and A. A.
Zaliznjak (1977). Xazagerov in his monograph on the development of accentual
types in the system of the Russian declension, discusses in three early chapters
(12-30) the prehistoric, primarily CS, evolution of the Russian accent system. In
the more narrow study by Zaliznjak, an interpretation in terms of CS accentology is
given for the distinction of two —open and closed —o phonemes in a 14th-century
Russian Church Slavic text. In a recent paper, Micklesen (1982), though concerned
primarily with stress patterns of a particular verb class in various modern Slavic lan-
guages (with mobile stress), reconstructs underlying forms largely coinciding with
accentual patterns which can be posited for CS.

Problems of CS prosody take a prominent place, finally, in E. Stankiewicz’s
Studies in Slavic Morphophonemics and Accentology (1979), containing a number of
mostly reprinted (but in part updated) studies by the American Slavist. Thus, some
of the essays in this volume discuss “The Common Slavic Prosodic Pattern and Its
Evolution in Slovenian” (32-41), “The Accent Patterns of the Slavic Verb” (72-87),
and “The Slavic Vocative and Its Accentuation” (100-109), the last taking CS as its
point of departure. Of particular interest is the partial reconstruction of the prosodic
system of the Slavic verb offered in the second essay, where, on the basis of contem-
porary data, Stankiewicz suggests that “the phonologically and morphologically un-
marked nominal and verbal forms of Common Slavic can ... be characterized as
forms which carried oppositional, marginal accents and which were subject to
opposite, marginal accentual alternations” (85). For a contribution to Slavic mor-
phophonemics by the same scholar, including diachronic data reaching back to CS
times, see below sub I1.6. For some criticism of Stankiewicz’s views as expresssed
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in this volume, see Becker 1981 and, particularly, Kortlandt 1980 (as well as the en-
suing debate between the two linguists; cf. Stankiewicz 1982 and Kortlandt 1982b).

I1.3. Vocalism (Including Ablaut and Modification of Diphthongs in Liquids
and Nasals; Syllabic Liquids and Nasals)

Vocalic reflexes of Indo-European laryngeals, and in particular zero-grade laryn-
geals, were treated in a paper by M. Samilov (1975). The author points out that, in
addition to the regular reflex o of a IE zero-grade laryngeal in Slavic, there are also
two other developments of an IE laryngeal ascertainable in Slavic: IE *Hi > CS &,
and IE *Hu > CS u under circumflex. Among the relevant lexical items with o dis-
cussed by Samilov are: bo, ibo, nebons, ubo, bojati s¢, R botat’, doiti, R
drob’/droba, drobiti, droZdije, govors, grozds, koprs, kovati, krojg, kromé (and
cognates), krovs, lopata, Bg, SC lo$, lovs, loxma, mokrs, (sB)motriti, neroditi, R
oZina, plosks, R rocu, snops, snobati, spods, spors, stojg, P stromy, toje (gen. sg.
f.), SC tov, velovens, SC zglobiti. Reflexes of IE laryngeals were further dis-
cussed by H. D. Pohl (1974). In line with the standard view, Pohl assumes the erst-
while existence of three original laryngeals: e-coloring H,, a-coloring H,, and o-
coloring H;. In particular, he discusses the Slavic reflexes in terms of intonations,
where acute points to an earlier laryngeal: the types EHR + C and ERH + C, in ad-
dition to original, inherited long vowels and long diphthongs marked by acute (cf.
the relevant view of Stang). Pohl further surveys the presumed o reflexes of IE >,
and comments on such items as damp *<dd-d-mi < *deH 3-dH ;-mi; dezdg < *de-d-
J- *<de-dH -i-e/o-, touching briefly also on reduplicated roots in Slavic. Other
items commented upon, especially with reference to their ablaut are: stojati (: stati),
goréti (: gréti), dojiti and pojiti (: piti), further dbsti < *dhugh-H-ter, *stryjp < IE
*pH-ter-(C), spéti, spéjg < *speH ;-(C), Zeno (voc. sg.) < *g"ens, as well as some
others. In conclusion the Austrian linguist expresses the view that Slavic does not
provide sufficient evidence to corroborate that IE s here regularly yielded o.

The work Studien zum slavischen und indoeuropdischen Langvokalismus by T.
Mathiassen, previewed in Birnbaum 1979a, appeared only in 1974. Here, the
Norwegian comparatist investigates in some detail the IE lengthened vowel grade
and its reflexes in Slavic and offers also a critical assessment primarily of
Kurylowicz’s relevant views. In the first part of the book, he discusses length in the
verb. Included here are subdivisions for the present and the past, the latter further
subcategorized into sigmatic aorist and asigmatic formations. Also in the section on
the past are excursuses on relevant data in Baltic, Germanic, Latin, Celtic, and
Albanian, exhibiting long and/or lengthened vocalism in past-tense forms. Other in-
stances of length in the verb include: long-vocalic nasal verbs, long-vocalic -iti/éti
verbs, long-vocalic iteratives and/or secondary imperfectives, verbs in -ati/éti, long-
vocalic causatives, factives, intensives, and iteratives in -iti. The second part of the
book treats length in the noun, subdividing this category into long-vocalic nouns
with and without verbal cognates, respectively, and commenting, specifically, on
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nominal vrddhi. Mathiassen concludes that the IE languages discussed by him
(especially Slavic, Baltic, and Germanic) reflect several layers of lengthening and
that the PIE share of long-vocalic formations is considerable in all of them. For re-
views of Mathiassen’s work see, e.g., Erhart 1975 and Leeming 1976b.

Another important study providing new insights into the distribution of short and
long vowels, particularly as they can be found in Baltic and Slavic, is the 1978 article
by W. Winter. Its findings are of such significance that F. Kortlandt has even pro-
posed to label them Winter’s Law. In short, the paper in question discusses vowel
lengthening and the rise of acute intonation in Baltic and Slavic. Winter notes that:
1) lengthening is not limited to verb stems; 2) lengthening in C,VC,-type roots de-
pends on the nature of the consonant in the C, position; and 3) lengthening is also
found in C,VRC,-type bases, again with C, as a conditioning factor. Specifically,
Winter claims that “in [the] Baltic and Slavic languages, the Proto-Indo-European
sequence of short vowel plus voiced stop was reflected by lengthened vowel plus
voiced stop, while short vowel plus aspirate developed into short vowel plus voiced
stop” (439). The German Indo-Europeanist concludes that the lengthening dis-
cussed is a genuinely Balto-Slavic phenomenon, while considering such lengthening
in the position before PIE voiced stops an established fact. The author suggests that
this particular development constitutes a strong argument in favor of postulating a
separate stage of Balto-Slavic linguistic unity and speaking against an altogether sep-
arate development of pre- and Proto-Baltic and Slavic. The proposed reinterpreta-
tion can be integrated with the view on PIE voiced stops as having actually been glot-
talized, as expressed by T. V. Gamkrelidze and V. V. Ivanov (and, it should be ad-
ded, in a somewhat different form also by P. J. Hopper). Winter’s theory also jibes
with Kortlandt’s and others’ conception of Balto-Slavic acute pitch as reflecting the
loss of an earlier laryngeal; cf. also Kortlandt’s comment to Winter’s paper at the in-
ternational conference on historical phonology at which it was first presented.

Problems concerning reflexes of IE ablaut as well as secondary Slavic ablaut were
discussed also in contributions by Bory$ (1981), Bezlaj (1971), Varbot (1981), and
Hamp (1982). _

Issues in part related to apophonic alternations but primarily concerned with the
treatment of original diphthongs in CS were studied in a variety of papers. L.
Moszyriski proposes a thirteen-step chronology for such monophthongization; cf.
Moszyniski 1972c. E. Hamp (1976b) tackled the classic problem of the fate of *eu
in Slavic and proposed ov as its regular reflex, with a special explanation for the no-
table exception devetb, repeating an etymology proposed by him elsewhere.

Concerning the prehistory of nasal vowels, Kortlandt (1979c¢) applies his principle
of relative chronology in order to enrich the diagnostic power of the comparative
method. It should be noted that in his view a full-fledged system of nasal vowels
never actually existed as a synchronic phonemic reality. This, he argues, is due to
the loss of the unrounded back vowel (or rather functional diphthong) *yN and the
subsequent phonemicization of *¢ in the combination 6N. Following his penchant
for establishing detailed and refined chronologies, the Dutch linguist distinguishes
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ten evolutionary phases, spanning from PIE through disintegrating Slavic. For the
evolution of nasal vowels, the author posits sixteen relevant phases: 1) raising of *d,
*¢ before final resonants; 2) labializaiton of *d and merger with *5; 3) rise of the na-
sal vowels *iN, *eN, *oN, and *uN; 4) raising before final #-s; 5) delabialization of
0; 6) umlaut; 7) first palatalization; 8) monophthongization of diphthongs 9) second
palatalization; 10) loss of *-s; 11) prothesis; 12) delabialization; 13) raising of *a and
*0; 14) rise of new timbre distinctions; 15) loss of /j/; and 16) subsequent develop-
ments.

Though primarily concerned with presenting a general theory of diphthongization,
Andersen 1972 makes use of CS data and developments. Thus, for example, the
monophthongizations *ei, *ou > i, u are, according to him, analyzable by appeal to
the acoustic parameter of diffuseness. Andersen argues that the diphthongs were
reinterpreted as [-compact] monophthongs.

Both developments imply the existence of pronunciation rules — after the

phonetic diphthongization or before the phonetic monophthongization ...

which specify simple segments as unmarked with respect to compactness in
their initial portion, but marked with respect to compactness in their latter por-

tion (25).

The same process, operating in reverse fashion, accounts for the development *sr >
str (e.g., OCS sestra, ostrovs, similarly OCS izdrésti). Here the shift is said to in-
volve diphthongization of the sonorant (r) into #r: “in the phonemic diphthongization
the initial, obstruent-like portion of the sonorant is interpreted as a stop whose specif-
ic resonance properties are determined by the preceding segment” (38).

Feldstein, in his study of Slavic diphthongs (cf. Feldstein 1976), attempts to sim-
plify the analysis concerning the evolution of Slavic liquid groups (low -dr and high
-ur). He posits two isoglosses specifying metathesis and loss of syllabicity in lig-
uids. Further, he points out that the relative order in which the relevant shifts oc-
curred varies from area to area in Slavic, and comments on those forms actually at-
tested. Loss of syllabicity is viewed as contingent on the epenthetic mora caused by
regressive compensation. Structurally, such epenthesis is linked with “leftward ac-
cent spread.”

Marvan’s 1973 paper on Russian and prehistoric Slavic contraction is merely a
preview of his larger work of 1979, Prehistoric Slavic Contraction. The latter does
significantly contribute to our understanding of this complex phenomenon of CS and
disintegrating Early Slavic. In particular, the monograph outlines not only the ori-
gin and regional details of vowel contraction, but comments at great length also on
the Late CS dialects underlying Czech, Slovak, Sorbian, Polish, Slovene, and
Serbo-Croatian (9th—11th cc.) which exhibit, to varying degrees, this phenomenon.
The author thus uses vowel contraction, which he views as a process consisting of
several consecutive stages, in order to reconstruct areal, chronological, and structur-
al strata of Late CS and Early Slavic. It should also be noted that he operates with a
notion of surface- vs. deep-structural changes, sketching several of the repercussions
of prehistoric Slavic contraction in the phonology and morphology of the attested
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languages. For some critical assessments of Marvan’s book, see, among others,
Leeming 1981a and Kortlandt 1982a.

Vowel contraction, including its preliterate facet, was also dealt with in F.
Mares§’s paper of 1971. Analyzing the phenomenon largely from a functional point
of view, Mare§ focused specifically on the Czech and only secondarily also on the
Slovak evidence. Mare$ further considered parallel, but not identical, phenomena in
Polish and OCS, suggesting that vowel contraction outside the Czecho-Slovak and
Polish area is mostly morphophonemically motivated.

Specific problems of CS vocalism were also discussed by a number of other schol-
ars. J. I. Press (1977) reassessed the place of y in prehistoric and historically at-
tested Slavic. J. Vukovié (1975) contemplated the possibility of viewing ¢ and y as
phonological diphthongs (given their morphological alternation). Z. Stieber (1976)
supported the view that traditional CS ¢ was in fact a short a — and the sequence
CorC thus CdrC — but rejected the notion of East Slavic akan’e as an archaism re-
flecting a CS state of affairs (cf. below). L. Newman (1971) offered some original
views on -€3 in North Slavic, while M. Trummer (1978) reviewed the controversial
correlation of -y/-a vs. -¢g/-é, and V. V. Kolesov (1973) attempted to identify certain
trends in the post-CS treatment of CS -¢ < #-jdn(t)s. B. VelCeva (1978) presented a
generative phonological reinterpretation of the CS differentiation ¢ : u, including a
survey of CS and pre-CS phonetic shifts analyzed in terms of distinctive features.

Of recent contributors discussing the origin of East Slavic akan’e, only V. K.
Zuravlev (1974) continues to maintain that this phenomenon did in fact arise early, in
preliterate times. Specifically, by resorting to the theory of neutralization (going
back to Trubeckoj), Zuravlev claims that virtually all forms of attested unstressed vo-
calism as well as the very nature of vowel reduction in unstressed syllables can be
thus explained. G. J. Stipa (1974), on the other hand, supports the substratum hy-
pothesis, suggesting Mordvinian as the source and rejecting, therefore, V.
Georgiev’s and others’ CS explanation. H. G. Lunt (1979/80), too, does not accept
the “proto-akan’e” theory of A. Vaillant, G. Y. Shevelov, Georgiev, and F. P. Filin.
In support of his view, Lunt refers to P. Ivié¢’s and J. Riegler’s compelling evidence
adduced from South Slavic which refutes the CS nature of this East Slavic
phenomenon. In this connection, however, he does not mention H. Birnbaum’s
similar stance (cf. Birnbaum 1979a, 133—4 and 152—4) and also fails to mention that
Shevelov has since then “most emphatically” dissociated himself from Georgiev’s
extreme position (cf. Shevelov, Teasers and Appeasers, 1971, 303, esp. n. 4).

M. I. Lekomceva (1978 and 1980) considers the possibility of a Baltic (rather than
Finno-Ugric) substratum effect triggering prehistoric and early historic akan’e
(8th—12th cc.). Specifically, she corroborates Jakobson’s early surmise about “three
independent paths of evolution of akan’e” (cf. Remarques, 93). According to the
Soviet linguist, akan’e emerged in the SoZ-Desna basin in the 8th-9th centuries (a
claim supported by archeological evidence), and reached its height of intensity in the
9th—12th centuries in the Upper Dnieper, Oka, and Volga regions, where Baltic pres-
ence is not attested since the 13th century but where the results of linguistic interfer-
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ence thus persist. A slightly different reinterpretation of the genesis of akan’e in
East Slavic is provided by V. Cekman (1975), who suggests that akan’e appeared
under conditions paralleling the Baltic tendency to differentiate the timbre of long vs.
short non-high vowels. In East Slavic the same tendency is said to have been real-
ized analogically in stressed vs. non-stressed position.

In a study on the reduced vowels in CS and Early Slavic, H. Kucera (1975) at-
tempts to apply a generative approach to instances broadly falling under Havlik’s
Law. The proposed analysis relies on the existence of “iterative” (i.e., cyclical)
rules in generative phonology to explain pertinent phenomena. Havlik’s Law and
other instances of jer fall are reeximaned by V. K. Zuravlev (1977) in terms of his
“group-phonemic” concept. Thus he reinterprets the pertinent phenomena as expli-
cable due to loss of syllabicity in vowels as a result of the transformation of two syl-
labemes into one syllable. This is considered yet another consequence of the disin-
tegration of syllabemes in the Late CS period. In another paper, the same linguist
(Zuravlev 1978) discusses the reflexes of reduced vowels in various Slavic lan-
guages. He takes the Late CS group-phonemes — in this instance '(Cb) vs. (C'B),
that is, consonant plus jer viewed as a single entity — as his point of departure.

The problem of the distribution of reduced vowels in strong and weak position is
the topic of a recent article by O. B. Malkova (1981). The author discusses, in par-
ticular, irregular reflexes of CS jers on the basis of Early Slavic, mostly Old Russian,
evidence. A. Martinet in a typoligically oriented paper (1978) draws parallels be-
tween the CS jers and their subsequent fate and the treatment of the svarabhakhti
vowels of Japanese (i, #). The same parallelism was previously observed by G. Y.
Shevelov and J. Chew, Jr. in a paper contributed to the festschrift for the French lin-
guist (1969; cf. Birnbaum 1979a, 268-9).

The CS reduced vowels are only part of the considerations in a paper by G. Y.
Shevelov (1976) discussing the loss of jers in their relation to Early Slavic y and i.
The American Slavist concludes his discussion by suggesting that: 1) y did not partic-
ipate in the loss of the jers; 2) word-initial i (ji) did not participate in the loss of the
jers; 3) word-medial and word-final i preceded by j was identified with and treated as
b, i.e., yielded e in strong position and zero (#) in weak position; and 4) i followed
by j participated in the loss of the jers but was not identified with b (in weak position
it yielded zero, in strong its reflex was i, Ukr y).

A recent study by K. Polanski (1982) explains the preservation and full vocaliza-
tion of CS reduced vowels in word-initial position in Polabian (and its underlying CS
dialect). Polafiski argues that the relevant factors are partly prosodic, partly mor-
phological.

CS vocalism provides the chief data also in a somewhat eccentric paper by H.
Schelesniker (1975) on the “Turan” influences on CS. Specifically, the Austrian
Slavist discusses the impact of Early Turkic (i.e., “Turan”) languages — notably,
those of the Huns, the Avars, the Khazars, and the Bulgars — on prehistoric Slavic,
emphasizing especially presumed Slavic-Avar linguistic contacts. He explains cer-
tain general tendencies of CS as a result of “Turan” interference, among them pala-
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talization (making reference to Zuravlev’s group-phonemic interpretation, or rather,
a syllabemic view of synharmony). Thus he sees traces of Turkic vowel harmony in
the Slavic syllable structure and in the effect that vowels had on each other across
syllable boundaries. Schelesniker places these developments roughly in a period be-
tween the 6th and 9th centuries.

Various problems of CS vocalism, its prehistory and early attested reflections, are
further discussed in a number of other studies reported on elsewhere in this account.
These are: Kortlandt 1979a, Bernstejn 1974, Ivanov 1981b, Feinberg 1978,
Birnbaum 1974 and 1979b, Aitzetmiiller 1975 and 1979a, Slonek 1972 and 1979,
Feldstein 1978b, Raecke 1979, Andersen 1977, Lamprecht 1973, Kocev 1978,
Beleckij 1980, Kiparsky 1972, Hamp 1971, Georgiev 1974, Plevadovd 1974,
Mathiassen 1975, Manczak 1977b, Trost 1978, Saur 1978, and Wukasch 1974,
19764, and 1976b.

I1.4. Consonantism

Among studies dealing with the crystallization of CS, or rather of PS, from Late PIE
(or an intermediary Balto-Slavic stage), and limited to the problems of consonan-
tism, a paper by G. S. Kly&kov (1972) should be noted. Problems of PIE con-
sononantism, including its reflexes in CS, were further discussed in a dissertation by
L. Steensland (1973). The dissertation reexamines the controversial distribution of
velars, including palatals and labiovelars, in the IE protolanguage. Assessing pre-
vious hypotheses propounded by various Indo-Europeanists, A. Meillet and J.
Kurylowicz among them, the Swedish linguist comes down on the side of those who
assume two original series: velars and labiovelars. The palatal series is seen, there-
fore, as originally allophonic. For an assessment of this study, see Erhart 1974,

Related problems, and specifically the puzzling centum elements in Slavic, were
discussed by Z. Gotab (1969), who also provides a fairly complete list of the relevant
items. His specific explanations rely heavily on considerations of chronology and
prehistoric migratory movements rather than acceding to a more traditional interpre-
tation in terms of “velar alternation” (Gutturalwechsel; cf. Meillet). A similar ap-
proach to the same problem was adopted by V. N. Cekman (1974a), who also dis-
cussed controversial centum-type reflexes of PIE *k’, "¢’ in Balto-Slavic. The
Soviet linguist attempts to explain such sporadic reflexes by assuming interdialectal
interference or mixing, i.e., by making reference to hypothetical ethnogenetic pro-
cesses. The somewhat questionable nature of such an explanation aside, it clearly
presupposes the existence of a Balto-Slavic centum dialect given the absence of ana-
logical reflexes in Indo-Iranian territory.

A related issue was further reexamined by F. Kortlandt (1978b), who focuses on
the IE palatovelars in the position before resonants as reflected in Balto-Slavic.
Taking into account, specifically, the controversial instances of Gutturalwechsel, the
author arrives at partly new chronologies and a novel overall picture of the relation-
ship between Balto-Slavic on the one hand and the rest of the IE languages on the
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other. The Dutch comparatist considers the possibility that the loss of palatality be-
fore #r was a common Indo-Baltic development, one not shared by Armenian. By
the same token, Balto-Slavic and Albanian share the characteristic of depalataliza-
tion before other resonants, a development not attested in Indo-Iranian. The restora-
tion of palatality in Indo-Iranian and Balto-Slavic is said to have occurred independ-
ently, in the latter branch of IE partly after the split into Baltic and Slavic. The loss
of palatality is further believed to have preceded the rise of an epenthetic vowel be-
fore syllabic r, [, n, but not before syllabic m. The agreement with Albanian sug-
gests to the author that this language originally formed a transitional dialect between
Balto-Slavic and Armenian.

Inconsistencies in the implementation of the first palatalization of velars were dis-
cussed by N. 1. Tolstoj (1978a), focusing on items derived from the roots *geg- and
*gep-. H. Birnbaum (1978b), utilizing previous observations by Z. Gluskina (1966)
and Z. Stieber (1968), discussed the only partial realization of the second
(regressive) palatalization of velars on the northeastern periphery of the Slavic lin-
guistic area. Data from North Russian dialects and some regional varieties of
Russian in areas east of Moscow, suggest the incomplete implementation of this
process usually considered CS. In addition, the isolated instances of the lack of the
progressive palatalization in the etymon vhx- attested in Old Novgorodian texts were
commented on in this paper; on this particular item, cf. also Savignac 1975. The CS
and post-CS implications are considered both on the basis of contemporary dialectal
data and Old Russian (Novgorod) evidence.

" A. A. Zaliznjak (1982) is likewise concerned with data displaying the lack of the
second and, partly, third palatalizations. His findings are based largely on evidence
from the Novgorod birchbark letters; his conception of the Old Novgorod dialect is
broad enough to include the Old Pskov dialect. The Soviet linguist generally con-
firms the data and hypothesis of Gluskina, which derived primarily from dialectal
material and recorded evidence from the Old Novgorod chronicles and parchment
(i.e., non-birchbark) gramoty. In a second, briefer section, Zaliznjak treats word-
initial CS *#/ (and partly *dl). As in word-medial position, kl/gl are the usual re-
sults. The author’s general conclusion is that the Old Novgorod dialect, displaying a
number of complex developments distinct from the rest of Common East Slavic (Old
Russian), cannot merely be considered one of the Old Russian dialects. Rather, it
must be directly related to a CS dialect (or even be considered one itself), thus re-
flecting disintegrating Late CS as a whole rather than merely Common East Slavic.

An argument for reversing the chronology of the first and second regressive pala-
talizations of velars was made by D. Cohen (1969). Cohen disputes the chronology
of the prehistoric Slavic palatalizations proposed by Chomsky and Halle, and sug-
gests a reordering of the relevant synchronic rules. Moszyfiski 1972b discusses only
a specific problem relevant to the second regressive palatalization, focusing on the
differentiated reflex of sk under the conditions of that palatalization.

The highly controversial traditional third, or progressive, palatalization of velars
(also referred to as the Baudouin de Courtenay palatalization), and particularly its
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relative chronology, was the topic of a large-scale study by R. Channon (1972), On
the Progressive Palatalization of Velars in the Relative Chronology of Slavic.
Channon first describes the processes involved and summarizes previous views. He
subsequently argues for the following relative chronology: 1) progressive palataliza-
tion: k, g, x > k’, g’, x’; 2) establishment of syllabic synharmony; 3) first regressive
palatalization; 4) change of back vowel to front vowel after j or palatal consonant; 5)
monophthongization of diphthongs; 6) second regressive palatalization; 7) shift of k’,
g,x >c,(d)z, s'/§; 8) change of € to a after j and other palatals (as distinct from
palatalized consonants). It should be noted that the essence, but not the elaboration,
of this conception can be found already in M. Halle’s treatment of this process in The
Sound Pattern of English (1968). Appended to Channon’s monograph is the rele-
vant portion of Baudouin’s first treatment of this phenomenon in IF 4 (1894). For
assessments of Channon’s work, see, in particular, Newman 1973, Steensland
1974/75, and Leili 1975. Of these reviews, Newman points out several novel con-
siderations in Channon’s treatment of relative chronology, while Steensland’s evalu-
ation is on the whole quite negative.

Early chronologies for the progressive palatalization are further assumed also by
H. G. Lunt (1977a) and G. Jacobsson (1973, 1974, and 1977). Lunt considers the
progressive palatalization “very early,” prior not only to the first and second regres-
sive palatalizations but also to the emergence of CS *x and thus only affecting *k and
*g. He conjectures, like Halle and Channon, that the process of palatalization ac-
tually occurred in two stages: first, the transition of the velars to palatovelars, and
only considerably later a shift to affricates. Lunt further claims that an early chrono-
logy for the progressive palatalization renders possible reasonable explanations of
certain irregularities in Slavic paradigms previously explained by analogy or as a re-
sult of other, interfering phonological evolutions. In this context it should be noted
that prior to Halle, Channon, and Lunt, an early chronology of the progressive pala-
talization (though not preceding the first regressive palatalization) was assumed also
by, among others, R. Ekblom, N. S. Trubeckoj, and F. V. Mare§. For some harsh
criticism of Lunt’s position, see Aitzetmiiller 1979, expressing a preference for the
traditional chronology.

G. Jacobsson’s several contributions (1973, 1974, 1977) to the issue of the
chronological order of the progressive palatalization are rather in line with some of
the earlier work on this problem just mentioned. Thus, in addition to stating the pre-
cise conditions for this process, he merely claims that it occurred earlier than the sec-
ond regressive palatalization. It should particularly be noted that in commenting on
the phonetic conditions of the Baudouin palatalization, Jacobsson returns to the pre-
viously assumed shifts *n > b and *(C)un(C) > y; he further assumes monophthong-
ization of the sound sequence *i/*u/*r/*l + p.

The CS and Early Slavic palatalizations were, moreover, analyzed, using a
generative approach, by D. Huntley (1978). He posits underlying forms to which
synchronic rules are applied, these forms being largely identical with CS, and intro-
duces a distinction between strong and weak generative models. The same
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phenomena were the topic of several papers using a similar approach by C. Wukasch
(1974 and 1976a and b). In Wukasch 1974, the author suggests evidence that the
first palatalizations of velars can, and in fact must, be interpreted by separate sets of
synchronic rules. Wukasch also comments on the reordering of the vowel fronting
rule and the rule yielding the results of the third palatalization, claiming that such
reordering increases rule utilization, allomorphic regularity, and rule transparency.
Essentially the same point is repeated in Wukasch 1976a, while in Wukasch 1976b
the author again argues against rule collapsing as pertinent to the first and second ve-
lar palatalizations. It should be noted that although Wukasch in part supports the
rule ordering solution proposed by Chomsky and Halle, he proposes to improve on it
by offering an alternative analysis of -i (i;). He claims that the synchronic evidence
for underlying diphthongal forms is weak and suggests instead a lexical marking of
the morpheme -i (in the nom. pl. and the imperative) as an exception to the first pala-
talization.

General problems of the palatal correlation in CS, and particularly Late CS, con-
sonantism were discussed by numerous authors. V. N. Cekman (1973) focused on
the CS palatalizations of velars and the treatment of consonant plus j. Based on his
group-phonemic approach, V. K. Zuravlev (1980) offered a new interpretation of the
phonemic and phonetic status of consonants before front vowels, while H. Galton
(1981) viewed the Slavic palatal correlation as an implementation of one of van
Wijk’s two main phonological tendencies of Late CS. A. G. Avksent’eva (1976) dis-
cussed the repercussions of the palatal correlation on the dialectal CS shift ¢/, dl > ki,
gl. The correlation of hard vs. soft consonants is also at the center of the contribu-
tion by R. Kraj¢ovi¢ (1973), who claims that fortis/lenis (tense/lax) is distinctive for
CS phonology rather than the traditional voicing opposition (cf. a similar theory
elaborated by H. Andersen). The author claims that only where the fortis/lenis dis-
tinction was non-phonemic could the correlation of palatalization assume phonemic
status: [ vs. I’, rvs. r’, nvs. n’; in labials the fortis/lenis distinction is said to be part-
ly absent (m, v).

Discussion of the §7/2d reflex (< CS ¢}, kt’/dj) as a phenomenon of CS dialectology
has been presented in recent years in Pianka 1974, Stieber 1974, Rospond 1977
(analyzing South Slavic onomastic evidence), Scatton 1978 (using a synchronic
generative approach), and Timberlake 1981. B. Koneski (1981) suggests a
seventh-century chronology for this shift in its core area, while the spreading of it to
the Macedonian Slavs is said to have taken place only in the 9th—10th centuries. He
considered the dialectal and standard Macedonian reflex &’, g’ to be of more recent
date, attested since the 18th century.

Issues related to the modification of consonantal clusters were discussed by V. N.
Cekman (1974b), B. Comrie (1975a), Z. Leszczynski (1977), H. D. Pohl (1980),
and F. Kortlandt (1982c). Cekman suggests that the Early Slavic shift *gn (kn) >
*gn’ (kn’) is a partly dialectal CS process. Comrie concludes that the regular CS re-
flex of the IE word for ‘seventh’ was *sem's, whence the cardinal semb as attested in
East Slavic. He thus claims that a form *sedm® cannot be posited for CS and that it
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supposedly arose by contamination of the inherited cardinal *set’ (or *sed’) with the
ordinal *sems. Comrie assumes that this form was possible in those CS dialects
where the loss of weak jers prior to the loss of the form *set’ (*sed’) led to the ad-
missibility of the cluster dm (as in South and West Slavic). An examination and
comparison of Slavic sedms and Gk hébdomos suggests a parallel and independent
development of voicing in post-PIE times. Leszczynski comments on the duration
and relative stability of the pre-Slavic and CS shift sr, zr > str, zdr, repeated in re-
corded Early Slavic. Kortlandt suggests that *p was regularly lost before *¢ in
Slavic, never yielding st (as suggested by, e.g., Shevelov and, earlier, Vey).
Kortlandt thus sharply attacks Pohl, who assumes pz > st “als Regelfall.”

M. Kara$ (1973) discusses the instance of prothetic, “mobile” s, largely of dialec-
tal CS origin, considering both phonological and morphological factors for an ex-
planation of this puzzling phenomenon. Some typical items are: P skéra : kora, skra
(iskra) : kra (ikra), P skrzydlo : SC krilo. Word-initial x in CS was the topic of a
contribution by Z. Golab (1973). The author discusses the origin of this word-initial
consonant, which regularly developed in CS only in the position following another
segment (cf. the so-called ruki rule). Golab examines thirty-one pertinent lexemes
where borrowing from Iranian may be assumed with a higher or lower degree of
probability. For an opposing point of view, see Manczak 1974/75, discussed below
(cf. IL.5.).

Problems of CS consonantism were further discussed in Andersen 1972 and 1977,
Pohl 1974, Kortlandt 1979a, Galabov 1975, Lamprecht 1973, Kodev 1978,
Browning 1982, and, at some length, Arumaa 1976, commented on elsewhere in this
report (cf. I.1.).

I1.5. Special Factors Conditioning Common Slavic Sound Change: Syllable
Structure; Word-Final and Word-Initial Position; Frequency

The interrelation and mutual conditioning of phonological processes in the CS
period was considered by S. B. Bernstejn (1977), who argues against the neogram-
marian, atomistic view of linguistic phenomena. Among other things, Bernstejn
points to the merits of the approach adopted by R. Nahtigal in determining the
hierarchization of phonological processes and, in particular, his subordination of
several relevant developments to the Law of Open Syllables (cf. also the relevant
view of N. van Wijk). Syllable structure and, in particular, the tendency toward
open syllables were also considered in a number of recent studies by H. Galton
(1978, 1979, 1980a and 1980b). Thus Galton discusses certain aspects of the in-
terdependence of the two main phonological trends of Late CS, first identified as
such by van Wijk, i.e., open-syllable structure and palatalization. He further dis-
cusses the interrelation of syllable structure and intonation in CS from a general typo-
logical point of view. Here he makes use of other IE as well as Japanese data for
comparison, and attributes to intonation a decisive role in the rise of CS open syl-
lables.
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J. Raecke (1979) attempts a comprehensive reinterpretation of CS monophthong-
ization as conditioned by the Law of Open Syllables. In his discussion is included
an assessment of previous pertinent explanations (esp. those of van Wijk and
Nahtigal). The author arrives at a number of preliminary conclusions: 1) There was
no single Law of Open Syllables operating. 2) The term “open syllable” is impre-
cise and used with different meanings by different scholars. 3) The particular “law”
(in any of its formulations) refers to the syllable auslaut, with monophthongization
being one of the processes yielding open syllables; consonant syncope would thus
not be subsumed here. 4) Van Wijk denied the existence of clearly defined syllable
boundaries considered axiomatic for CS by Leskien. 5) Clarification is needed as to
whether the rise of open syllables implies a shifting of syllable boundary or con-
sonant syncope before or after monophthongization. Depending on the answer to
this question, nasalization, liquid metathesis, and rise of syllabic liquids will or will
not be included here. In addition, a clear motivation for the specific hierarchization
and establishment of relative chronology for the individual developments is called
for, and the nature of diphthongs as combinations of two vowels proper is discussed.
6) Whether “tendency” or “law,” the subsuming of these interrelated processes
amounts to an atomistic cataloging rather than a causal explanation. 7) Clearly,
“tendency” and “law” cannot be equated since only the latter operates without excep-
tion. Raecke submits that his observations and considerations are tentative and pri-
marily aimed at pinpointing the difference between mere description and genuine ex-
planation.

W. Gesemann (1975) seeks to define the function of j in CS phonology in light of
synharmony and the specifics of syllable structure, applying a partly generative
methodology. Further contributions already mentioned, concerned also with CS
(and pre-CS) syllable structure, are Leszczyiniski 1977 and Kortlandt 1979c¢.

The reflexes of word-initial IE *u in Baltic and Slavic were discussed by F.
Kortlandt (1977). He concludes that this vocalic anlaut yielded acute vy- under
stress in CS while in pretonic position the result was vb-; the equivalent reflexes in
Baltic are i- vs. u-. For stressed position, the Dutch comparatist assumes a prothetic
laryngeal for the Balto-Slavic period. This hypothesis would therefore explain the
attested distribution of Slavic vy- and v~ forms.

As was mentioned above (II.4.), W. Mariczak (1974/5) has argued against
Gotgb’s thesis concerning the significance of the Iranian impact on Early Slavic,
based on the origins of some items with initial x-. As usual, the Polish linguist here
applies his statistical method and claims that only a minimal percentage (3%) of all
loanwords consists of verbs and adjectives while of Gotab’s thirteen items in *x- of
alleged Iranian origin, as many as eight are verbs.

The new explanation by Polariski (1982) of the treatment of reduced vowels in an-
laut in the westernmost part of Slavic (and its underlying CS dialect base) was men-
tioned above (sub11.3.).

Several studies of the last decade have again dealt with some aspect of CS auslaut.
Thus J. B. Rudnyc’kyj (1971) elaborated on his earlier explanation of CS -5 (<*-0s)
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as an analogical formation introduced from the old -u stems. In this connection he
points also to some archaic, primarily onomastic data showing -o (Samo, 7th c.; Old
Polish and Middle Ukrainian names attested from the 13th—17th cc.) as testimony of
the claimed regular reflex of *-os. Basically in line with van Wijk’s thinking, I.
Gilabov (1973) discusses a number of controversial auslaut developments of Slavic
in terms of the CS tendency toward rising syllabic sonority, matching it with a trend
to develop prothetic semivowels in vocalic anlaut position. Irregular developments
are here considered strictly Slavic, not pre-Slavic or PIE, phenomena while only a
secondary role is assigned to analogical (morphological) leveling (cf. V. Georgiev’s
different view).

A fairly detailed and sophisticated account of the evolution of the word-final posi-
tion in CS prior to the operation of the Law of Open Syllables was given by J. Prinz
(1977). Here a set of principles is formulated, grouped in five categories: a) general
principles, b) special principles applicable to the position before undropped s, c) spe-
cial principles applicable to other consonantal auslaut, d) special principles appli-
cable to “weak” (i.e., never stressed) syllables, and e) special principles applicable
to originally vocalic auslaut. The author formulates a set of intricate rules pertinent
to each of these five categories. After discussion of these developments the German
Slavist concludes that by the time word-final -s dropped, all major vowel modifica-
tions had been concluded. The apocope of -s is considered the last CS phase of the
Law of Open Syllables while liquid metathesis is held to have been a post-CS
phenomenon.

CS auslaut was also discussed by B. Vel¢eva (1980), who suggests a phonemic
explanation to supplement some of Georgiev’s morphological interpretations of con-
troversial CS auslaut evolutions. The problem of the particular phonological evolu-
tion in word-final position was further considered primarily from theoretical and me-
thodological premises by G. Holzer (1980). The author lists the reconstructed IE
desinences subject to CS auslaut laws and attempts to explicate a maximum number
of specific developments with a minimum number of separate rules of sound change.
Troublesome irregularities in the development of CS auslaut, particularly the re-
flexes of *-os and *-oN were, moreover, examined by L. E. Feinberg (1978). Like
Georgiev, Feinberg applies morphological explanations rather than a purely phonetic
interpretation for the instances discussed.

Various aspects of CS auslaut were scrutinized in a number of studies concerned
with specific grammatical forms. Thus H. Schelesniker (1976) reexamined the
genitive doublets in -y and -¢. He suggests that the genitive singular desinence of
the Slavic -a@ stems can be identified with the nasalized locative ending of the
Avestan -i stems, while that of the Slavic -id stems is equated with the Indo-Iranian
locative form of the -7 declension. The same set of grammatical endings was also
reexamined by M. Trummer (1978). Concluding that the correlation -y (-a) : -¢ (-¢)
as well as -5 (-0) : -b (-e) and the desinence -¢ all are phonologically contingent on a
vowel system lacking rounding, Trummer traces them back to uniform endings
*-an/*-ans, *-dn, *-ign/-idns, *-id. Mathiassen (1975) discusses the -5 ending in
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imperatives of the type OCS daZdsp, viZds. He suggests that imperatives, being in-
terjectives, are subject to final syllable shortening or apocope.

Three interrelated studies dealing with auslaut by W. R. Schmalstieg (1971, 1972,
1974a) discuss the first person singular in Slavic, the development of the -a declen-
sion, and some morphological implications of the IE shift *-oN > *-5. In the first of
these studies the author explains the thematic ending -¢ as a reflex of *-on (with *-in
as an alternate reflex). This originally occurred only before a following consonant
but subsequently was generalized in the present tense, whereas the aorist generalized
the other variant. In his discussion of the -@ declension, Schmalstieg attempts to
provide an integrated explanation for its several controversial reflexes. Finally, in
the third paper the American linguist concludes that the IE ending *-oN originally
denoted a non-singular form of the noun. This ending is also assumed for the verb
where the original third person non-singular is said to have been in *-oN as well (at
least in the thematic verbs). He further proposes that the *-o stem singular de-
sinence *-om had a sandhi variant in *-¢ attested also in a number of other IE lan-
guages. Also, Schmalstieg claims that the traditional Balto-Slavo-Germanic iso-
gloss *-m as a dative marker cannot be upheld as such. The ending *-om (with its
variant *-6) is also found in Indo-Iranian, Italic, and Greek.

As was the case with W. Marczak’s treatment of Slavic historical phonology
(1977a), his brief discussion of the evolution of the numeral *jedin® in Slavic is
again primarily concerned with the effect that frequency is said to have had on such
irregular developments (Mariczak 1977b). Affective phonological change, pre-
viously given much consideration by G. Y. Shevelov in his monumental text on CS
phonology of 1964/65, is discussed in a paper by T. M. S. Priestly (1978). Thus the
affective factor is considered in such changes as k > x/§, various palatalizations, na-
salization, voicing, affrication, lengthening, and aspiration. The author is particu-
larly interested in some of the theoretical implications of less regular sound changes
of this kind, with attention paid to such aspects as peripheral vs. marginal phonolog-
ical features and secondary articulation. Priestly offers synchronic (generative) and
psychololinguistic comments and touches also on some of the specifics of poetic lan-
guage.

I1.6. Morphonology (Morphophonemics, Other Than Ablaut Alone)

Problems of Slavic morphophonemics, including its prehistoric facets, were reex-
amined by E. Stankiewicz in his 1979 volume on that topic and on Slavic accentolo-
gy (cf. I1.2., above). For the most part, morphophonemics is dealt with here in its
interrelation with prosodic patterning. Thus, in the essay on “Slavic
Morphophonemics, Its Typological and Diachronic Aspects” (42-71) the author
points to, among other things, the unsophisticated nature of accentual morpho-
phonemic studies on CS due to the lack of comprehensive approaches and integrated
theories. Morphophonemic considerations play an important part also in his papers
on “The Accent Pattern of the Slavic Verb” (72-87) and “The Slavic Vocative and Its



Phonology I1.6. 34

Accentuation” (100-109), both considering CS data.

V. V. Ivanov’s study of the morphophonemic alternations in the IE verb (1981b)
can be considered a by-product of his major work on the IE verb (Ivanov 1981a, cru-
cial in particular also to prehistoric Slavic; see below sub I11.5.). Z. Z. Varbot (1978)
discussed morphonological aspects of compound nouns in relationship to their ety-
mologies, citing a number of CS forms. Only in a qualified sense morphophonemic
is the approach of J. Vukovié (1975), who reviewed the status of CS & and y as
members of phonological oppositions. Given their morphological alternation, the
author considers the possibility of regarding them as phonologically opposed diph-
thongs in the CS vowel system.

T. Browning (1982) offers some critical comments on previous treatments of the
morphophonemic alternation v~v!” in CS and OCS, considering also the dual reflex
of the sequence *owj (> uj or ovl’). The author proposes that closer attention be
paid to chronology and environmental conditioning for a better understanding of
these seeming irregularities.

Morphophonemic considerations were further included in work by, among others,
Cekman (1973), Kolesov (1975), Garde (1976a), Dybo (1979a and 1981), and
Timberlake (1981), discussed elsewhere in this survey.



III. MORPHOLOGY

III.1. Monographic Treatments and General Problems of Common Slavic
Morphology

While, to the best of our knowledge, no major monographic treatments of CS mor-
phology (limited to that component of CS linguistic structure alone) have appeared in
the decade reported on here, three articles addressing general problems of CS mor-
phology deserve mention. V. K. Zuravlev’s “Vvedenie v diaxroni¢eskuju
morfologiju” (1976) is a general statement and commentary on the principles of dia-
chronic research in morphology. The author utilizes, with some preference, Slavic
prehistoric and historic data. Referring to work by V. Georgiev, R. Jakobson, W.
Mariczak, and others, Zuravlev considers the close interrelations between phonolog-
ical and morphological change. In another paper, authored jointly with V. P.
Maziulis (1978), a number of specific Slavic and Baltic morphological evolutions are
discussed with a focus on the twin theories of phonological and morphological oppo-
sitions. Among phenomena discussed are: the loss of the dual; the strengthening of
the genitive vs. locative, dative vs. instrumental, and nominative vs. accusative op-
positions; instances of “weakened” paradigms; the strengthening of the accusative-
genitive, dative-locative, and dative-genitive neutralizations; as well as the specific
correlations occurring in the category of gender.

V. 1. Georgiev in his “Principi na slavjanskata diaxronna morfolgija” (1978) states
some general principles of Slavic diachronic morphology, and illustrates them with
numerous examples partly from the CS and pre-CS periods. The Bulgarian com-
paratist is thus concerned both with the recorded evolution (usually commenting on
changes occurring between OCS and modern Bulgarian or contemporary standard
Russian) and with the prehistory of forms attested in OCS. Here he focuses, in par-
ticular, on the evolution of auslaut and grammatical endings from IE to CS times.
Moreover, he discusses the relationship and relative weight of phonetic solutions as
compared to explanations resorting to analogy as a factor in linguistic change.

II1.2. Inflection

Recent studies in case theory which focus on or, at any rate, consider CS data, in-
clude the paper by B. Comrie (1978) on the “Morphological Classification of Cases
in the Slavonic Languages.” Comrie discusses Jakobson’s structured approach to
case, using Slavic diachronic, including CS, material. The author suggests that in
CS (or even earlier) “there was a two-fold functional division of ... cases (excluding
the vocative)”: syntactic cases (nom., acc.) vs. semantic cases (gen., dat., instr.,
loc.). This was paralleled by a formal division whereby the nominative usually was
identical with the accusative. Within the semantic cases, the closest formal relation
obtained between the genitive and the locative.
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A number of less general papers focus on only one or two cases. Thus, the
nominitive singular masculine is discussed in Mathiassen 1978, while the genitive,
particularly in its relation to the accusative, is reexamined by Georgiev 1973a. The
latter operates with notions of “isomorphism” and “isosemanticism” against the IE
background and cites, in particular, also Baltic data. Kortlandt 1978c comments on
the genitive plural in Slavic and other IE languages, reconstructing the CS ending -5
as going back to PIE *-om (not *-om), with a Balto-Slavic intermediate stage *-iiN.
Analyzing the chronology of relevant accentuation, the Dutch linguist assumes that
IE *-om “developed from an uninflected predicative form in late I-E” (294). He
points out how one incorrect assumption (in this instance, the positing of PIE *-6m)
led to a chain reaction of misinterpretations, and stresses the necessity of “detached
analysis of the internal chronological evidence which the daughter languages supply”
(296). The Slavic genitive-accusative was further discussed by V. Pisani (1974a) in
a brief excursus (54-5).

The specific problem of the origin of the genitive singular of the -o stems in Baltic
and Slavic was considered by K. H. Schmidt (1977). The German Indo-
Europeanist, acknowledging that the regular Slavic form reflects an earlier ablative
(< IE *-0d), suggests that the archaic genitive type represented by OCS ceso reflects
the pronominal origin of the genitive. The Old Prussian development (loss of the
ablative) is said to represent an early branching off within Baltic, with Slavic here
following the East Baltic evolution. Yet, he claims, this particular agreement can-
not be used as an argument for a presumed Balto-Slavic linguistic unity. Schmidt’s
article further comments on the special East Baltic evolution *-6d/6t > -ad/at. V.
N. Toporov (1975a) reexamines the origin of the Slavic genitive and especially the
controversial instances of -y < PIE *-as (?), proposing a holistic, integrated view of
the genitive and its syntactic prehistory. The genitive-accusative (as well as the ori-
gin of the Stokavian gen. pl.) is explained in terms of the archaic so-called divine
dvandva in Early Slavic, and especially Old Russian, by K. Liukkonen (1973 and
1974). Subsequently this IE construction was extended also to certain saints of the
Christian era (cf. Peter and Paul, Cosmas and Damian, Boris and Gleb).

The origin of the Balto-Slavic thematic instrumental plural was reconsidered by
V. Maziulis (1973). The author reconstructs two Balto-Slavic adverbial forms in
*-gjs and *-0s and assumes an earlier non-differentiated function of the instrumental
and locative. He further hypothesizes a subsequent identification of *-ais with the
instrumental plural and *-0s with the locative plural in Baltic while for Slavic he sug-
gests that a reversed distribution occurred: *-ds yielded -y in the instrumental while
*-gis, patterned on the athematic model and restructured to *-aisu > -éxs, was used
for the locative.

The evolution of the Slavic -¢¢ declension was recently discussed by Kragalott
(1977), who however only briefly comments on the underlying CS evidence. K. E.
Naylor (1972) attempts to find the causes for the residual evidence of the Slavic dual
(attested in Slovenian and Sorbian) in some structural pecularities of this category in
CS (and partly PIE). The CS athematic declension was again discussed by K.
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Polanski (1979), noting in particular the suffixation of old root nouns in CS -y (<
PIE *-i7) by means of a -k morpheme. V. K. Zuravlev (1977/78) discusses the
dynamics of Balto-Slavic morphological oppositions, focusing primarily on modern
synchronic data. He concludes that, as shown by the Balto-Slavic example, the
weakening of one opposition (ultimately leading to neutralization; here, specifically,
the case oppositions in the dual: nom.-acc., dat.-instr., gen.-loc.) usually entails a
strengthening of other oppositions and vice versa. Moreover, he sees a parallelism
obtaining between such mechanisms in morphology and phonology.

Problems of CS declension were further treated in R. Eckert’s study of the IE het-
eroclitics in -//-m in Slavic and Baltic to be discussed below (cf. Eckert 1979; I11.3.).
Certain aspects of CS declension were also touched upon in Schmalstieg 1972 and
1974a, Schelesniker 1976, Trummer 1978, and Feinberg 1978 referred to elsewhere.

The diverse endings of the first person plural in Slavic are the topic of a study by
M. Enrietti (1977), who considers the etymologies and the phonological and mor-
phological development underlying the desinences -m's, -mo, -me, -my. The author
contemplates the possibility that some endings, e.g. -mo, may have influenced adja-
cent languages inside the Slavic area (for example, Serbo-Croatian having an effect
on Slovenian). In surveying the relevant question, he also points to the diversity
manifest in this ending in other IE languages, e.g., Greek. F. V. Mares, in a paper
on the Slavic present tense system viewed diachronically (1978), is primarily con-
cerned with the evolution from CS to present-day Slavic. He suggests, among other
things, that syntactic agreement in CS is indicated formally in the third person (sg.
and pl.: -tb, OCS -tB). The plural is marked by means of a nasal infix and/or the
particular grade of the thematic vowel: sg. -e-, -i- vs. pl. -¢-, -¢-.

The controversial formation of the Slavic imperfect was again treated by, among
others, H. D. Pohl (1975a), V. Georgiev (1976), and J. Ferrell (1974/75). Of par-
ticular interest is Pohl’s discussion, suggesting that: 1) the inherited imperfect fused
in Slavic with the aorist, initially of primary verbs, forming a new Slavic “aorist;” 2)
a new imperfect based on the past-tense morpheme of Balto-Slavic, -é-, was formed;
3) the Slavic reflex -é- was expanded by the formant -x-, attested from the earliest
period, to achieve a viable paradigm,; 4) since -¢- yielded -a- after palatals and j, two
allomorphs came into existence: -éx- and -(j)ax-; 5) since -jax- was prevalent, ana-
logical formations appear; 6) at the beginning of the attested period -éjax- and -ajax-
are contracted and the OCS morpheme -(j)ax-, serving as the point of departure for
all further developments, arises. In a quite different vein, Georgiev proposes that
the Slavic imperfect goes back to a syntagm consisting of a participle and the imper-
fect form of the verb byti. In the course of its morphologization, this new paradigm
is said to have been partly adjusted to that of the aorist: CS *zava + *jass, *bija +
*jdss > zovaaxb, bijaaxp; cf. also the OCS phrase bé umiraj¢. Ferrell postulates a
Late CS imperfect formant -éiax- (with i being a glide), and claims that there is no
substantive evidence for assuming a Late CS formant *-éax-. The author further
traces the subsequent modification of the imperfect in Early Slavic, especially OCS
and Old Russian.
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On the basis of the evidence from a single South Slavic language (Serbo-
Croatian), O. N. Trubaéev (1980a) posits the existence of a dialectal CS verb *néti,
integrated into the paradigm of nesti, as an example of grammatical suppletivism.
He identifies the reconstructed CS verb with cognate forms attested in Ancient IE
(Skt ndyati ‘he leads,’ Hett nai-, ne ‘to direct, lead,’ etc.). Trubadev reconstructs an
original IE root *nai- or *noi-, as opposed to *neio-/*ni-, assumed, for example, by
J. Pokorny. The IE reconstructions of Trubatev would thus also fit the Slavic
evidence.

As mentioned above (cf. II.5.), the athematic imperative of the type OCS dazZds,
viZdb was discussed by T. Mathiassen (1975), who suggested a phonetic explanation
for the unexpected -b. The relationship of thematic and athematic verbs in Slavic
(and Baltic) was reexamined also by D. F. Robinson (1977), focusing on some of the
well-known specific problems: the spread of imperatives in *-jb to the thematic type;
the intermediate position of iméti; and the origin of the desinence -g¢5. Only with
some qualifications can Z. Stieber’s note on the CS supine (1970/72) be considered
to fall into the area of inflection. Pointing out that the ending of the supine in CS
was *-tii, the Polish Slavist claims that for verbs such as *mokti, *pekti one should
expect the supine forms #*mokt s, *pekts (> *mots, *pets). However, the OCS
evidence shows only mosts, pests. Equivalent reflexes, pointing to CS *kt’ (rather
than *kr) are also found in Old Czech, Slovene, and Lower Sorbian. It must there-
fore be assumed that the infinitive form here analogically modified the old supine
already in CS.

Problems of prehistoric Slavic verb inflection were further discussed at some
length also in Stieber 1973a, Ivanov 1972a and 1981a, Kurylowicz 1970/72,
Schmalstieg 1971, Stepanov 1978, Trubacev 1982, and Nikolaev and Starostin
1982, reported on below (cf. II1.5.).

IIL.3. Derivation (Including Other Processes of Word Formation, Primarily
Composition)

The two monographic treatments of Slavic derivation, particularly of nominal
word formation, including its preliterate phase, by Bernstejn 1974 and Vaillant 1974
were accounted for in a previous section of this bibliographic commentary (cf. 1.2.).
An excellent outline of CS word formation was also provided by F. Stawski in the in-
troductory part of the CS dictionary published under his general editorship (Stawski
1974-: 43-141). Here the derivational and compositional processes involved in the
formation of the prehistoric Slavic substantives are treated in some detail (58-141).

Of studies treating nominal derivation, the paper by R. Eckert (1974) deserves
particular attention. The East German Slavist and Baltologist discusses nominal for-
mations based on the verbal root *éd ‘to eat,’ tracing old -r, -if, and -i stem deriva-
tions and examining also early formations in -s/ and -sn, attested both in Baltic and
Slavic. Moreover, he considers the possibility of traces of an old -n stem, also
derived from *éd. In two earlier studies, the same scholar discussed nominal stems
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in -i in Baltic and Slavic and, in particular, the extent to which they illustrate the sep-
arate development of the two linguistic branches (1972a, 1972b).

The nomen agentis in CS was treated in a monograph by M. Wojtyla-
Swierzowska (1974a). The author surveys the relevant formations with the suffixes
-b, -’b, -a, -’a, -b, -bji; -éjb, -tajb, -tel’b, and -juns. She further investigates those
suffixes containing -k-, -I-, -x-, -n-, and -r-, as well as suffixes in -tp, -tv5, and
-0og'b. Additionally, the author discusses further aspects of the rich formal system of
suffixation found in this semantic group. Finally, she points to some major factors
instrumental in the renewal and differentiation of that subsystem, namely, the addi-
tion of suffixal elements, either purely structural (formal) ones or more productive,
functionally identical derivational morphemes. A by-product of this monograph is
Wojtyla-Swierzowska 1974b, discussing Slavic nomina agentis in -b < IE *-i-s.

Individual Slavic suffixes, going back to CS and pre-Slavic — Balto-Slavic and
PIE—times, were further discussed in a variety of articles. Thus Taszycki 1972 ex-
amines -y < *-i, while Stawski 1974 considers formations in -d-, together with their
IE background. Stawski 1976, looking at CS -t, distinguishes various semantic
subtypes: nomina instrumenti, nomina acti and loci, nomina agentis, all primarily
from earlier nomina actionis. Stawski 1980 treats CS -¢t clarifying internal Slavic
and broader IE relationships. Complex suffixes going back to CS and earlier periods
were further examined in Kiparsky 1972 (-bsk and -bstvo), Jezowa 1975 (-ika), and
Groselj 1972 (-in).

Individual nominal formations were also reexamined by Schuster-Sewc (1971a),
who suggests suffix alternation with -ika/-ica in analyzing CS #kbniga, while ac-
cording to Otrgbski (1972), Slavic mésgch and Lithuanian ménuo both reflect a com-
mon Balto-Slavic word. Bory$ 1976 examines three reconstructed items and their
attested cognates, all presumably derived from a verb *sbkati. Regarding
Moszyniski 1981, see below, V.3., for details.

The mechanics of gender-shifting derivation in the CS noun were discussed in a
paper by R. Boskovi¢ (1976). The author holds that the CS gender-shifting deriva-
tions in -i@ and -iia are secondary but ultimately of identical origin. The first type is
claimed to have originated with stems in -/ which have the reduced vowel grade of
the stem suffix to which was added the IE gender-shifting element -g; the second,
with stems in -7 which had the full vowel grade of the stem suffix to which was added
the same gender-shifting suffix (represented by CS *gospod’a vs. gostsja).

Problems of nominal prefixation were discussed in a monograph by W. Bory$
(1975), dwelling in particular on the prefixes pa-, pra-, sg- and its phonetic variant
sb(n)-, and ¢ and its phonetic variant vb(n)-. In addition to certain phonological
and purely morphological aspects of these prefixes, their productivity, function, and
origin are discussed. A specific subtype of nominal prefixes containing an original
velar, previously not necessarily identified in this function, was discussed in Moskov
1978 and 1980.

Adjectival derivation in Early Slavic — as well as prehistoric Slavic and pre-
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Slavic — was examined from various points of view by V. Saur (1981), tracing the
deverbative origin of certain Slavic adjectives (CS glup®, gluxs, slépb, prosts,
pusts, prodekd et al.). Adjectival derivation is also at the center of attention in the
monograph by H. Keipert (1977) on the adjectives in -telbns.  This work, however,
moreover sheds light on the origin of CS -telp and its adjectival derivative, both
largely emulating Greek and Latin models. Certain CS deverbative adjectives, all
showing the ablaut alternation o : b, were further discussed by W. Bory$ (1981), (cf.
above, I1.3.). The relationship of CS velijb and velik’(b) and its reflex in OCS were
discussed by A. Zargba (1976) and F. V. Mare$§ (1980b). While Zargba is primarily
concerned with the present geographic distribution of the two forms (the &-less vari-
ant today being a dialectal and peripheral archaism), Mare§ mainly treats the original
functional difference of the two competing forms, one being definite the other inde-
finite. The original adjectives in -/ were considered by J. Kurytowicz (1970/72) in
his discussion of the provenience of the Slavic perfect and its specific functional
background. Adjectival derivation and inflection were treated by T. Mathiassen
(1978), who assumes an original opposition of the long vs. short forms of the Slavic
comparative/superlative degree in the nominative singular masculine. He suggests
that the original heteroclitic of the comparative paradigm was subsequently lost and
that, as a result, various paradigm levelings occurred in the individual Slavic lan-
guages. A paper by A. Zargba (1978) maintains that the adverbial formations repre-
sented by Church Slavic drugsda, drugbde were probably restricted to a portion of
the Early Slavic linguistic territory. Consequently, no reflexes of them can be ascer-
tained in East Slavic and eastern South Slavic (Macedo-Bulgarian; OCS has only
drugoide, drugoici). New light on the origin and semantics of CS drugs (and cog-
nates) is further shed in Stawski 1982. Marojevié 1982 touches upon the fate and
traces of a certain suptype of CS possessive-adjectival formations in recorded Slavic.

Problems of IE and, particularly, CS pre- and postpositions were discussed from a
typological point of view by V. V. Ivanov (1973). He treats especially *nads-,
*pod'b-, ¥*perdb-, *zad'b-, and *pozdb-.

Issues of expressive derivation in the Slavic verb were broached by I. Némec
(1979a). The author traces the prefix la- to an onomatopoetic morpheme */6- sug-
gestive of intensive, excessive activity; cf. also lopati/lapati *to devour,’ lobbzati ’to
kiss, flatter,” labuZiti ’to consume excessively.” On other studies investigating
various facets of verbal derivation, see below sub I11.5.

Word formation by means of composition (i.e., formation of compounds) was tre-
ated, with particular attention paid to CS, by H. D. Pohl in his monograph Die
Nominalkomposition im Alt- und Gemeinslavischen (1977). Here the author reex-
amines nominal compounds in Early Slavic (CS and OCS) viewed in their IE con-
text. He attempts a redefinition of IE and Slavic nominal composition by proposing
a principle of classification different from the traditional one (as practiced by
Brugmann, Wackernagel, Schwyzer, and others). In his discussion is included an
analysis of lexical calques, especially those which entered Slavic from Greek in the
process of coining many new compounds. J. Kurz (1971) has examined a particular
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problem pertinent to CS and Early Slavic compounds: their reanalysis, or recomposi-
tion, considered both from a phonological-morphological and a semantic point of
view. K. Handke, in an article on CS models for West Slavic nominal compounds
(1979), further elucidates this process. Discussing anthroponymic compounds with
a non-final verbal component expressing government in Slavic and IE in general, H.
D. Pohl (1973) surveys the various subclasses of this formational type with original
predicative function in the verbal element. In particular, he distinguishes two
(basically) nonproductive and one productive subcategory, represented as follows: 1)
Ca-slav, root noun with the root da- < *¢&&- < IE *k*¢( i)- "to hope, expect;’ 2) Pri-
by-slavs, Ne-da-mér, indeclinable root nouns with root by- < IE *bhii- ’to be’ and
da- < IE *do- to give;’ 3) Ljubi/o-mérs, verbal stem, partly modified noun; cf.
ljubi-/ljubo ’to love’/’dear’ (on the last, see also Birnbaum 1978a). Derivational
considerations are also in the foreground of a toponymic paper by I. Lutterer (1971).
Discussing the evolution of various formational types of Slavic geographic names,
Lutterer in part traces them back to CS sources. For further research in Slavic
onomastics, largely analyzing prehistoric toponymy, hydronomy, and anthroponymy
and mostly also including derivational considerations, see below, section VI.4.
Particularly relevant are the studies by S. Rospond (1974/76), O. Kronsteiner
(1975), J. Udolph (1979a), and O. N. Trubacev (1982).

Problems of prehistoric Slavic derivation were further discussed, partly at great
length in: Martynov 1973, Polanski 1979, Tschizewskij 1977 (discussing various
aspects of the CS and Balto-Slavic noun and its declension); Vaillant 1971 and 1975,
Klepikova 1976, and Stieber 1980 (discussing individual items); Rospond 1978
(discussing the suffix -ynja in toponyms); Dybo 1971, Kortlandt 1977, Kolesov
1979b and 1980b (discussing various aspects of accentuation and partly also vocal-
ism); Fisher 1977, Bezlaj 1977, and Forster 1979 (discussing CS and Early Slavic
prefixes from various points of view); as well as Mathiassen 1973 and 1974, Jeffers
1975, Ferrell 1974/75, Georgiev 1976, Kurylowicz 1973 and 1976/78, Koch
1976/78, Kglln 1977, Pohl 1975a, Stepanov 1978, Machek 1980, Nikolaev and
Starostin 1982, and, in particular, Ivanov 1978a and 1981a (all concerned with one
or another facet of the Slavic verb).

I1I1.4. Morphology of the Noun (and Pronoun)

I. Duridanov (1973) differentiates among seven chronological layers of nouns in
Balto-Slavic and, separately, Baltic and Slavic. The first layer is said to include
Common Balto-Slavic formations inherited from PIE which are found also in other
IE languages. The second layer contains nominal forms derived by means of suffix-
ation found only in Balto-Slavic; hence the items of this layer are of particular signi-
ficance in elucidating the intricate Balto-Slavic problem. The third layer consists of
residual Balto-Slavic isomorphemes attested only in a part of Slavic. Layer number
four consists of nouns found in either Baltic or Slavic, and with known equivalents in
other IE languages, while the fifth stratum also exhibits items found in either Baltic
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or Slavic but without IE counterparts. The sixth stratum includes uniquely Slavic
nominal formations (e.g. such characterized by a -k suffix: OCS sladyks, cf. Lith
saldus). Finally, the most recent layer contains nominal derivations formed by a
suffix which were borrowed by the Balts from the Slavs, or vice versa, only in his-
torical times.

CS and Balto-Slavic nominal derivation by means of suffixation is also the topic of
a paper by V. V. Martynov (1973). Here, methodological problems and difficulties
in establishing a unified theory of nominal derivation for Balto-Slavic and CS are
discussed. The author sketches the Balto-Slavic and CS derivational systems of the
noun and points to an alleged “great shift” in the relevant evolution of word forma-
tion. This shift would imply that old singulatives were to a large extent replaced by
diminutives, with the latter serving as a base for the formation of new singulatives
marked by -k suffixation not found elsewhere in IE. Moreover, Martynov com-
ments on Baltic and Slavic formations marked by the suffix -;.

A recent study by V. I. Degtjarev (1981) investigates the origin of nouns used ex-
clusively as pluralia tantum in Slavic. Degtjarev suggests that the history of this
nominal subclass in preliterate Slavic presupposes the existence of number as a uni-
versal grammatical category of inflection which allowed its utilization also as a deri-
vational means in secondary nominalizations. J. Kurz (1973) discusses the problems
of the very existence and meaning of the Slavic pronoun *jb, *ja, *je, and particular-
ly the question of its original demonstrative function.

The prehistoric Slavic noun is viewed in an entirely different manner in a paper by
W. S. Hamilton, Jr. (1974), who explicitly constructs “the deep structure of
Common Slavic ... on a synchronic basis,” i.e., as a point of departure for the at-
tested Slavic evidence. He thus deliberately disregards all diachronic changes that
occurred in the course of CS as well as comparative evidence from other IE lan-
guages. Instead, the author charts the assumed generation of CS nominal surface
structures derived from their underlying deep structures, both in the singular and the
plural, and subsequently develops a model for generating the modern Slavic surface
structure forms from the deep structure of the noun in CS. Though strictly genera-
tive and synchronic in its approach, this paper nevertheless takes into account the
passage of real time between the CS and the modern period of the Slavic languages.

The noun in CS and specific aspects of nominal (as well as pronominal) inflection
and derivation were treated during the last decade also in a number of other reference
works, monographs, and studies. These have been reported on elsewhere in this
survey. Foremost among them is volume four of Vaillant’s comparative Slavic
grammar (1974). Other relevant studies treat accentuation (Dybo 1971, 1977, and
1981; Kolesov 1972, 1979b, and 1980b; Kortlandt 1979b), as well as vocalism and
auslaut (Schelesniker 1976, Trummer 1978). Problems of the noun in CS and pre-
Slavic were also discussed in work on declension (Schmalstieg 1972, Georgiev
1973a, MaZziulis 1973, Liukkonen 1973 and 1974, Toporov 1975a, Kragalott 1977,
Schmidt 1977, Polanski 1979) as well as on nominal derivation (Kurytowicz
1970/72, Schuster-Sewc 1971a, Otrgbski 1972, Taszycki 1972, Groselj 1972, Eckert
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1972a, 1972b, and 1974, Stawski 1974, 1976, and 1980, Woijtyta-Swierzowska
1974a and 1974b, Bory$ 1975, 1976, and 1981, Zargba 1976, Boskovi¢ 1976, Pohl
1977, Keipert 1977, Feinberg 1978, Mathiassen 1978, Moskov 1978 and 1980,
Mare§ 1980b, Marojevié¢ 1982). Some aspects of the CS noun were further dis-
cussed in a couple of papers whose focus was on syntax (Basaj 1971 and Dejanova
1977). The prehistoric forms of the Slavic noun are, of course, discussed in great
detail in various Slavic etymological dictionaries (cf. V.1. below) as well as in a
few special studies on Slavic lexicology (Hamp 1973 and 1975, Vaillant 1971,
Tschizewskij 1977) and in work on Slavic topo- and hydronymy (cf., e.g., Rospond
1978 and other studies reported on sub V1.4.).

II1.5. Morphology of the Verb

The all-overshadowing work treating the prehistoric evolution of the verb in Slavic
and some other IE languages is V. V. Ivanov’s 1981 monograph Slavjanskij,
baltijskij i rannebalkanskij glagol. Indoevropejskie istoki which in its importance
only can be likened to C. S. Stang’s 1942 classic on the Slavic and Baltic verb
(partial and preliminary version: Ivanov 1978a). In this book, the Soviet compara-
tist further develops his theory of the reflection of the two series of verbal forms,
represented by the Hittite -mi and -k conjugations respectively. The Ancient (or ar-
chaic) IE comparative evidence considered by Ivanov includes, in particular, Slavic,
Baltic, and Early Balkan IE, the latter represented by the Phrygian and Albanian verb
systems. In addition, he adduces a considerable amount of Hittite data, using it as
the most appropriate point of departure for reconstructing the PIE verb system
(however, with due attention paid to the significant separate Anatolian develop-
ment). The book further develops the author’s idea of the formal identity of the
medio-passive and the perfect, considering this latter tense form a secondary catego-
ry. The author also explains the origin and function of various -s formations attested
in the IE verb and reassesses the form and function of the specific category ususally
referred to as the injunctive.

Specifically, Ivanov’s monograph is organized in the following manner. Chapter
1 is devoted to IE prototypes of the Slavic, Baltic, and Early Balkan verbal desinence
systems. In chapter 2 the author treats the athematic verb class and the reflection of
the IE verb forms of the first series in Baltic and Slavic (discussing, among other
things, the verb roots *s-, *ed-, *ei-). Chapter 3 covers the reflexes of the PIE verb
forms of the second series in Baltic and Slavic (discussing, for example, the roots
*doH- > *do-, *dheH- > *dhe-; the derivations of the root *stoH-). Chapter 4 con-
cerns Baltic, Slavic, and Albanian suppletive paradigms resulting from the unifica-
tion of the two verbal series, while some archaic sigmatic forms and stems with the
suffixes *-s- and *-sk’- in Baltic, Slavic, Phrygian, and Albanian are the topic of
chapter 5. Finally, in chapter 6, Ivanov discusses archaic derivations with a nasal
affix. The problem of the thematic vs. the athematic verb in Slavic and Baltic was
recently also discussed in a brief note by D. F. Robinson (1977) as was mentioned
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above (cf. I11.2.).

The reconstruction of the Balto-Slavic verb system was further the topic of an inci-
sive article by F. Kortlandt (1979d), who views such reconstruction with an eye to
what it can tell us about the PIE verbal system from which it developed. In particu-
lar, the Dutch linguist considered the following problems: 1) Slavic idg (as well as
Jjadg and bgdg) and the PIE imperative; 2) Slavic xostg and the PIE optative; 3)
Slavic mogg vs. védé and the PIE perfect; 4-9) the personal endings of the Slavic
(and Baltic) verb; and 10) a note on the PIE verbal system. In this last section the
author posits seven “partly compatible sets of mutually exclusive suffixes.”

A largely generative approach to the structure and development of the Slavic verb
system was attempted by B. Panzer (1978b). The author combines the two histori-
cally based classifications of the Slavic verb, according to the present-tense stem
(introduced by Leskien) and the aorist-infinitive stem (adopted by Diels). He thus
formulates a set of rules which generate the actually attested forms, taking as his
point of departure a set of theoretical constructs essentially identical to the forms re-
constructed for CS. A similar approach was taken also by L. R. Micklesen (1973).
This article attempts a reinterpretation of the CS verbal system in terms of synchronic
morphemicization, achieved by the application of a formal set of ordered rules
roughly of the generative type.

Problems of the prehistory in Slavic of aspect and related phenomena, viewed in
their broader IE context, were discussed by M. L. Palmaitis (1981). In addition to
Slavic and Baltic data, Palmaitis also cites Greek evidence in his discussion of the
emergence of the aspect correlation, and applies a typological point of view.
Similarly U. S. Stepanov (1978) analyzes the genesis of Slavic aspect as it relates to
the category of voice in Baltic along lines previously followed by H. Kglin, among
others. In particular, he reconstructs apophonic and non-apophonic classes of the-
matic verb stems, discusses the perfect in its relationship to the category of state, and
considers stem formations in -(a)e/o- and in -i- (iteratives and causatives).
Moreover, he draws some general conclusions pertinent to the semantic structure of
the utterance in Baltic and Slavic.

A number of other articles dealing with various verbal suffixes and their functions
as they can be reconstructed for CS (and Baltic or Balto-Slavic) have appeared. J.
Kurylowicz considered iteratives in -eie/o (1973), as well as -noti/-éti verbs and their
semantic hierarchization (1976/77). Kglln 1977 concerns infinitives in -éti and pre-
sent stems in -e/o0, while Koch 1976/78 discusses a hypothetical present stem class in
-v. Further, Mathiassen 1973 treats nasal suffixation in CS and pre-Slavic.

K. Trost (1978) reexamines the relationship of the Slavic forms
idetd : §pdB : xoditi, adding some general comments on the subclass of verbs of
motion. V. Machek (1980), continuing earlier work, comments in this posthumous
publication on the parallelism between, on the one hand, the Slavic and Baltic verb
systems and, on the other, that of Latin. Specifically, he compares the Slavic
iteratives-intensives in -ati, -tati, -sati, and -stati, with the matching Latin intensive
verbs in -tare and -sare.
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In a brief clarifying article on the IE prefix *po- and its reflexes in Slavic and
Iranian, R. L. Fisher (1977) points out that the reflex of this prefix in Iranian Ossetic
(where it is used as a perfectivizer) must be considered a Russianism and not, as was
previously thought, an early East Iranian-Slavic isogloss. In Slavic, he finds this
prefix more strongly attested in Russian while in Baltic it only plays a peripheral
role.

In a broadly ranging essay on the IE infinitive, R. J. Jeffers (1975) remarks that
the agreement of the infinitive stem with the aorist stem in Balto-Slavic ought not to
be interpreted as implying a tense/aspect role for the infinitive. In particular, he
points to the fact that in such forms as OCS vrésti and iti the infinitive stem is differ-
ent not only from the present but also from the aorist formation.

The prehistory of the Slavic verb was further discussed, or at least mentioned, in a
number of other publications. In particular, this applies, of course, to Stieber
1973a, but also, for example, to Kurylowicz 1977a. Specific problems residing in
the Slavic verb were further treated in: Dybo 1972 and 1982 and Johnson 1980
(accentuation in the present tense); Nikolaev and Starostin 1982 (accentual types of
present and aorist stems); Schmalstieg 1971 (the phonology of the first person singu-
lar); Enrietti 1977 (on the first person plural); Mare§ 1978 (the present tense); Ferrell
1974/75, Pohl 1975a, and Georgiev 1976 (on the imperfect); Kurytowicz 1970/72
(the perfect); Mathiassen 1975 (on the athematic imperative); Stieber 1970/72 (on the
supine); Trubacev 1980a (on verbal suppletivism); Pohl 1973 (verbal components in
compounds); Némec 1979a and Kurz 1971 (discussing verbal derivation); and
Huntley 1982 (on semantics). Problems of the prehistory of the Slavic verb were at
least touched upon in Dejanova 1977 (on the emergence of the gerund) and Vaillant
1975 (on the etymology of an OCS verb). Finally, relevant Slavic evidence is cited
in Karaliiinas 1972 (discussing cognates of CS pasti) and Ivanov and Toporov 1980
(assessing the overall contributions of Kurylowicz and Stang).



IV. SYNTAX

Relatively little work devoted specifically to the reconstruction of CS syntactic
structures has been done over the last ten years or so. Among contributions to this
field can be mentioned an article by B. I. Skupskij (1978). He discusses problems
inherent in the reconstruction of the syntax in the earliest, Cyrillo-Methodian texts of
the OCS gospel. The author considers, among other things, the necessity of separat-
ing genuine Slavic, i.e., inherited, constructions from those that must be considered
Greek loan syntax in Early Slavic (cf., however, previous more significant work in
this area by J. Bauer, R. RiZi¢ka, J. Kurz, R. Vecerka, and H. Birnbaum reported
on in Birnbaum 1979a).

Another paper belonging in this section is Comrie 1978, discussing Jakobsonian,
semantically based case classification. The analysis utilizes Slavic diachronic ma-
terial, including reconstructed CS (for details, see above I11.2.). Also primarily syn-
tactic is the discussion in Press 1973 and Harvie 1978; both papers discuss the dative
absolute construction of Slavic. Press suggests some reasons for the choice of the
dative in Slavic and Baltic and attempts an explanation for the diversity of case forms
in these absolute constructions in various IE languages. Drawing on typological
comparisons with Finno-Ugric, the author proposes a number of factors relevant to
the particular choice of case. Such factors are, supposedly, the noninsistence on
identical subject; the pre-main-clause position; the antiquity of some of the forms in-
volved; the variability of the semantic message inherent in different case forms; the
close semantic ties between the genitive, dative, and locative; and the lack of number
and gender in personal pronouns. Harvie, noting evidence of dative absolute con-
structions in Russian and suggesting structural parallels of this construction with oth-
er IE languages, thus sees a historical base also for the Slavic dative absolute. He
does not, however, deny its strong reinforcement through Greek influence (on OCS
and Russian Church Slavic).

A. Timberlake, in his 1974 dissertation on the nominative object in Slavic, Baltic
and West Finnic, discusses the construction of the type R dial. voda pit’, zemlja
paxat’. He rejects one of the more common traditional explanations elaborated on
by, among others, V. Kiparsky, and claims instead that this construction goes back
to CS and is ultimately of IE origin. The structural, system-inherent explanation
which he offers is not applicable to prehistoric times, however. Syntactic tendencies
in the evolution of Slavic numerals, partly reaching to CS times, were discussed by
M. Basaj (1971), while CS underlying forms are used as the point of departure for
the historical development of Slavic gerunds by M. Dejanova (1977).

C. Bartula, in a paper on CS elements in the complex sentence of OCS (1972),
identifies some of these elements and calls for further comparisons with Old Czech,
Old Polish and Old Russian for a more detailed and refined identification. I.
Bujukliev (1977) briefly discusses the origin of the relative subordinate clause in
Slavic in terms of its IE and CS background. Relative clauses are also the topic of
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an essay by Z. Golgb (1972), discussing CS data and the evidence in North Slavic.
Identifying areas for future in-depth research, the author points to the priority of rela-
tive pronouns over subordinating conjunctions and hypothesizes that in languages
with relative pronouns “these are syntactically the most expansive morphemes.”
While reinterpreting and summarizing the known facts, this contribution does not
add any new data.

V. V. Ivanov, in a broadly comparative paper (1978b), examines Slavic “enclitic
complexes,” consisting primarily of pronoun plus verb, in the context of related
phenomena in other IE languages (among them, particularly, Hittite and Mycenean
Greek). A theoretically founded attempt at reconstructing fragments of CS phraseo-
logy, or to be specific, idiomatic expressions, was made by N. I. Tolstoj (1973).
This rather programmatic study takes into consideration both chronological and spa-
tial factors, while operating with linguistic (including stylistic) as well as extra-
linguistic (cultural, especially mythological) parameters.

C. Vasil’ev (1973) discusses the question of whether the construction type u menja
est’ is Russian or CS. The author conjectures that it in fact goes back to CS times
because traces of it can be found in OCS, Old Russian, Old Serbian, and Old
Croatian (in addition to the more persuasive evidence of contemporary East Slavic
and Serbo-Croatian). Thus he is able to undermine the thesis that this construction is
due merely to Finno-Ugric substratum influence in Russian. However, he considers
the possibility that the Finnic impact may have caused a functional realignment of
this construction, shifting the meaning from local to partitive, and further to posses-
sive. To be sure, this can be fully clarified only when it is established which lan-
guages east of the CS linguistic area actually were neighboring, and whether CS or
part of it ever had a Finnic substratum. That these questions will some day be an-
swered seems rather unlikely, however.

Finally, it should be mentioned that P. Friedrich’s 1975 treatment of PIE syntax,
or rather of word order, in the IE protolanguage also briefly discusses relevant recon-
structions for CS. Friedrich suggests VSO and SOV as the main word-order types
for CS on the basis of the attested surface syntactic evidence. In so doing, he refers
to E. Berneker’s pertinent study of 1900.

Prehistoric Slavic syntactic structures and patterns were, moreover, discussed at
some length also in volume five, devoted to syntax, of A. Vaillant’s monumental
Slavic comparative grammar (Vaillant 1977); for details, see above sub 1.2.
Similarly, dialectal CS is the basis for the two volumes of J. Stanislav’s history of
Slovak, treating syntax (Stanislav 1973); cf. above, I.4.

Syntactic, or in part, rather, phraseological, problems and phenomena of CS also
take up considerable space in work by V. V. Ivanov and V. N. Toporov (1973 and
1974, further discussed below sub V.3.) and by R. Eckert (1981, treated in the same
section below). Finally, syntactic considerations enter marginally also into Hamp
1976a, Ivanov 1973, Bezlaj 1977, Degtjarev 1981, and Mare§ 1980b, accounted for
elsewhere in this volume.



V. LEXICOLOGY

(Including Etymology and Lexical Semantics)

V.1. General Problems of Common Slavic Lexicology

Of reference works treating general problems of CS lexicology, it is primarily the
etymological and comparative dictionaries of Slavic which go beyond one single
Slavic language that should be mentioned here. The Sfownik praslowiariski, under
the general editorship of F. Stawski, began to appear in 1974 and to date (1982) the
first four volumes have been published. In volume one, the succint treatment of CS
derivation and other word formation, particularly as it pertains to the noun, is worthy
of note (cf. III.3. above). For some early reviews, cf. Aitzetmiiller 1977a and
Moszyiiski 1977b. Equally, if not more, important is the Etimologiceskij slovar’
slavjanskix jazykov. Praslavjanskij leksiceskij fond, under the editorship of O. N.
Trubadev, which also began publication in 1974 and by 1981 had reached its eighth
volume. For some assessments of the earlier issues, see Schuster-Sewc 1975a,
Moszyfiski 1977b, and Ondru§ 1977b; cf. further also Trubacev’s own account
(1979b), discussing the methodological and practical problems attendant upon the
various stages in the preparation of this major etymological reference work. A
somewhat less ambitious endeavor is the Vergleichendes Wérterbuch der slavischen
Sprachen, authored by L. Sadnik and R. Aitzetmiiller. The first volume (covering
the letters A and B) was completed in 1975 (Sadnik & Atizetmiiller 1975-). Here
the reconstruction of the CS vocabulary is not quite as much in the foreground as in
the etymological projects centered in Cracow and Moscow. The fourth comparable
project, with its base in Brno, the Etimologicky slovnik slovanskych jazyki, whose
managing editor is F. Kope¢ny, is also somewhat different in overall design
(Kope¢ny 1973-). The two parts of this work published to date (1973, 1980) cover
only the synsemantic words and pronouns, or, specifically, prepositions (and pre-
fixes), word-final (attached) particles; conjunctions, (free) particles, pronouns, and
pronominal adverbs. Though limited so far to grammatical items, each entry lists
the comparative evidence and discusses each etymology with much attention paid to
CS. It goes without saying that the wealth of the etymological material contained in
these large-scale collective enterprises cannot be evaluated properly in this report.

Similar considerations hold true for the serial publication Etimologija, edited by
O. N. Trubadev and containing a number of important studies, mostly by Soviet, but
occasionally also by other scholars in the field. In the period covered here, eleven
volumes (Etimologija 1970-1980, published between 1972 and 1982) have ap-
peared.

Of etymological dictionaries of individual Slavic languages, it should be noted
that a new reference work of this kind has begun to appear for Bulgarian under the
editorship of V. Georgiev (1971-). To date, two volumes (1971, 1979) have ap-
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peared; for a review, see Saur 1980c. An etymological dictionary of Slovenian by
F. Bezlaj (1976-), so far covering the letters A-J, has also appeared in the decade
under review. Further, the etymological dictionary of Polabian, originally initiated
by T. Lehr-Splawiriski with the assistance of K. Polariski (the first issue of which ap-
peared in 1962), has continued, now with Polariski as the sole author (cf. Polanski
1971-). For an assessment, see Schuster-Sewc 1975b. Further, a historical etymo-
logical dictionary of Upper and Lower Sorbian, authored by H. Schuster-Sewc
(1978-), has made its appearance and has already prompted some critical reactions
(Ossadnik 1979, Stone 1980); cf. also the sample issue (Schuster-Sewc 1973a) and
an early review (Reinhart 1974). The significance of the Sorbian lexicon for Slavic
etymology, with implications also for CS and pre-Slavic, was, moreover, discussed
by Schuster-Sewc in a theoretical article devoted to that subject (1979). Of ongoing
publications in this category, F. Stawski’s Polish etymological dictionary (1954-)
continues and has occasioned responses by, among others, E. Hamp (1971a and
1977), discussing individual items.

CS and dialectal CS material in the vocabulary of OCS was recently analyzed by
A. S. L’vov (1978), who attempted to separate such OCS lexemes of CS origin with
the same derivation in all Slavic languages as opposed to those whose formation ex-
hibits dialectal restrictions. The CS component of the Serbo-Croatian lexicon was
reexamined by B. Piztéwna 1972, (following the model study of 1938 on the same
subject by Lehr-Splawiniski, as applied by him to Polish). Piztéwna touches, in par-
ticular, on the problem of the CS dialectal base of Serbo-Croatian. Possible lexical
ties, or perhaps merely parallels, between South Slavic and Northwest Slavic
(Kashubian), which conceivably point to a Late CS dialectal base, were examined by
H. Popowska-Taborska (1975). She is skeptical, however, about any common ori-
gin of the items considered and prefers to see in them accidental analogies and/or ar-
chaisms characteristic of the peripheral zones of the Slavic linguistic territory. The
Polish Slavist further discusses lexical loans and their semantic modification, espe-
cially in connection with transhumance (i.e., shepherd migrations to and from moun-
tainous regions).

The major contribution to Russian historical lexicology and its chronologically
complex prehistory made by V. Kiparsky in the third volume of his Russian histori-
cal grammar (1975a) has already been summarized above (cf. 1.4.). Here, a more
theoretical discussion of the same problem by Kiparsky (1971b) should be men-
tioned, however. In another theoretical paper (Kiparsky 1971a), the Finnish Slavist
discussed some general principles of modern etymological research, especially J.
Rudnyc’kyj’s complex and highly abstract formula, making reference also to illustra-
tive Slavic data.

Problems related to the chronological and geographic stratification of the CS voca-
bulary as they pertain to the ethnogenesis of the Slavs were discussed by Z. Gotab
(1977). The author views the lexicon of the earliest Slavs in its IE dialectal context,
while taking into account findings by Lehr-Splawinski, K. Moszysiski, Stang,
Trubacev, and others. Golgb thus attempts to establish six sets of relevant lexical



Lexicology V.1. 50

layers: 1) a centum layer; 2) an eastern layer (reflected in Slavic-Indo-Iranian lexical
correspondences); 3) a northwestern layer (showing links with Italic); 4) a northern
layer (characterized by lexical ties with Germanic); 5) the Balto-Slavic layer; and 6)
the purely Slavic layer. Statistical and semantic considerations lead Golgb to reas-
sess the gradual emergence of the Slavic ethnic group. He surmises that the ances-
tors of the Slavs and the Balts originally belonged to the eastern (or satam) portion of
IE, remaining in close contact with the forebears of the Indo-Iranian Aryans.
According to this view, an early westward move (possibly about 2000 BC) brought
the pre-Slavs into contact with speakers of centum dialects, especially the ancestors
of Italic and Germanic tribes. This suggests that the forebears of the Slavs were only
peripherally involved with the Proto-Balts, and, naturally, sheds some new light on
the controversial problem of an alleged early Balto-Slavic unity.

Methodological issues of Slavic etymology were further considered in Trubadev
1973 and 1982, Némec 1979b, Kopeény 1979, and Poldk 1980. Trubadev com-
ments on, among other things, the origin of CS s < IE k¥’ (cf. II.4. and VI1.4.).
Némec discusses various criteria (archaic idioms, stylistic features, etc.) and sug-
gests techniques for identifying items of foreign, yet Slavic origin in individual
Slavic languages, especially Czech. Kope¢ny offers a few methodological consid-
erations relevant to etymological reconstruction using primarily Slavic, including CS
and pre-Slavic data. Problems of methodology are also addressed by Poldk on the
basis of Slavic and, in particular, CS linguistic evidence.

The recent introduction to etymological studies by Erhart and Vederka (1981) ad-
dresses both the substance and methodology of relevant research and is designed for
academic use. The rich “etymological index” at the end of the book (192-274) lists
such reconstructed IE etyma which have survived into Slavic, citing both Slavic and
other IE cognates. The text portion contains: an introduction which defines the field
of etymology, illustrating it with Slavic, mostly Czech data (7-14); a bibliographic
commentary on major etymological research beginning with antiquity and running
through modern times (15-30); a discussion of linguistic evolution and the methods
for reconstructing linguistic prehistory, focusing on CS and PIE phonology (31-70);
a section on phonological change and its subtypes (71-80); a treatment of morpho-
logical entities and their modification, including ablaut (81-90); a chapter on word
formation and its various techniques (91-113); a discussion of specific morpholog-
ical changes caused by fusion, analogy, folk etymology, and contamination
(114-26); a presentation of semantic change, including metaphorization, tabus, ex-
pressive meaning, etc. (127-44); a survey of the concrete devices available to estab-
lish the origin of words (145-69); and an account of the major etymological dictiona-
ries available or in progress, commenting on the strategies applied in each. A se-
lected, but representative, listing of secondary literature concludes this useful text-
book.

Specific problems of Slavic etymology were further addressed in a volume of pro-
ceedings resulting from the 1972 Leipzig symposium on etymology and historical
lexicology. Particularly deserving mention here are the contributions by Schuster-
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Sewc, Trubadev, Némec, Miiller, Martynov, Eichler, Jacobsson, Kisse, Ondrus,
Kope¢ny, and Varbot (Schuster-Sewc 1975b). For a review, see Saur 1977b.

Individual Slavic etymologies were, of course, discussed by a number of authors.
Thus, J. Zaimov (1976b) and V. V. Martynov (1972) each considered a number of
such items. H. Leeming (1971) suggested some non-IE influences, while H.
Schuster-Sewc (1971b) focused primarily on West Slavic items. Borys 1979 is con-
cerned with the geographic distribution of some CS dialectal items and Bory§ 1982
treats lexical archaisms of Kajkavian Croatian in part dating back to CS times. J.
Udolph (1980) and J. Zaimov (1976a) discussed the significance of Slavic onomas-
tics for etymology. Some new etymological explanations or suggestions were
further offered in Trubacev 1982.

V.2. Common Slavic Vocabulary Inherited from (Proto-) Indo-European

A. Gluhak (1978) discusses the etymologically obscure reseto, contemplating an
IE-Uralic parallel as conceived in a wider, Nostratic framework. Given this likely
parallelism, Gluhak considers the fact that the lexical item in question is found only
in a limited number of East IE languages (Slavic, Baltic, and Indo-Iranian, but possi-
bly also in Italic). An alternative possibility, namely that the word is a common in-
novation of Finnic (Permian), Ugric, and some IE languages, is also discussed.

Slavic, or rather Balto-Slavic, plays only a secondary role in the paper by A. J.
van Windekens (1971). The author tries to show the “occidental” nature of the
Tocharian vocabulary by comparing Toch A ralke, B telki ‘sacrifice’ with Balto-
Slavic *dhigh- (R dolg, etc.) ‘debt, obligation’ (cf. also Goth dulgs ‘id.”), and the
similar Toch B *talka-, Slavic *tolka- (P tioka ‘Sunday pleasure, communal labor
without remuneration’). Both point to a common original meaning ‘feast, festivity
organized by labor community.’

Balto-Slavic lexical correspondences were again investigated in Eckert 1977,
while Pleva¢ova 1974 examined the Slavic root “ner-/nor- ( with further ablaut vari-
ants) ‘to submerge,” commenting also on the contamination with the verb root in
nuriti ‘id.”. Leeming 1978 discussed the Slavic metal name *Zelézo in its IE context
and Fermeglia 1977 investigated a number of Slavic etymologies with controversial
IE and partly non-IE (Turkish or Arabic) cognates.

Hamp 1971b offers some comments on the relationship of Russian and Slovenian
omela, on the one hand, and OCS and SC imela, on the other, considering, in partic-
ular, other possibilities than the straight ablaut variation usually assumed for these
items. The same linguist (1973a) makes some new observations germane to the sec-
ond component in Slavic jed-inb, jed-bna, deriving the former from IE *einos, the
latter from *-ind. Hamp 1975 further attempts a new interpretation of the controver-
sial Russian form for ‘90°, reconstructing devjanosto from #*devbno-sbto <
*Heneun-6-. For this etymology, he subsequently considered the possibility of bi-
lingualism with a Turkic language as an influence (cf. also Hamp 1976b). A few
new surmises regarding the etymology of the same numeral were also advanced in
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Pisani 1974, who accepts the traditional explanation of d- as analogical with the an-
laut in des¢ts.

An IE origin was assumed by A. S. Mel’nicuk (1978) for the CS verb vétiti ‘to
speak, advise’ and congnates, tracing it back to an IE root *voit-/véit-/vit- ‘branch’
and establishing connections both with Lat invitare ‘to invite’ and CS *vitati ‘to
dwell.’ Skeptical about too much emphasis on early Latin-Slavic lexical isoglosses,
advocated by V. N. Toporov and others, K. Kostov (1980) criticizes, in particular,
the assumption of a common root *rég’- as the source for a number of lexical items
in Latin and Slavic.

For some other etymological studies dealing with the IE background of individual
items, but with the emphasis primarily on semantics, see below, section V.3.

Problems of Slavic lexicology with implications for CS and a wider IE background
were also considered in a paper by G. Nagy (1974). Nagy discusses the old issue of
the relationship between the Baltic and Slavic designations for the god of thunder
(Perkiinas, Peruns), and comments specifically also on the possible rhyme-word re-
lationship of these items with their closest counterparts in Greek and Hittite. An at-
tempt at reetymologizing the puzzling discrepancy of OCS rozga and razga was
made in Georgiev 1974. He posits an underlying form *(v)arzga, the double anlaut
vocalism supposedly reflecting intonational differences.

Lexicological items attested in individual Slavic languages or reflected in German
place names, having ramifications for CS were further studied by W. Borys$ (1978),
W. Budziszewska (1974), H. Schuster-Sewc (1976), and H. H. Bielfeldt (1970/72).

The South Slavic item vatra ‘fire, etc.” Schuster-Sewc 1980 holds to be a CS lexi-
cal dialectism rather than a loan from Avestan, Albanian, or Daco-Moesian, as pre-
viously believed. The East German scholar believes that it is reflected also in OSIn
Jatra ‘morning’ and that it has cognates in Lekhitic and Sorbian (partly with -str-
rather than -#r-) as well. He explains the phonetic difficulties (v- : j-, -str- : -tr-) as
due to CS phonological fluctuations and considers the attestation of the equivalent of
the South Slavic word also in Albanian and Romanian explicable in terms of shep-
herd migrations (“transhumance”). Stawski 1982 sheds some new light on the ori-
gin and semantics of CS drug® and its cognates, while Hamp 1982b discusses some
color designations and related items (siv-/sin-, séd-/sér-, with the variant $éd-/sér-,
further ra-n-) against their Balto-Slavic and broader IE background.

Considerations of CS lexicology, focusing on various aspects of derivation, enter
into work by R. Eckert (1972a, 1972b, 1974 and 1979) and by M. Moskov (1978
and 1980), referred to above (cf. II1.3.). Finally, issues of the CS vocabulary were
raised by 1. Duridanov (1973, primarily concerned with the morphology of the
noun), N. I. Tolstoj (1973, in an attempt to reconstruct CS phraseology), V. V.
Martynov (1978, in a discussion of possible Balto-Slavic-Italic lexical isoglosses),
E. Dickenmann (1980a, analyzing Early Slavic lexical relics as mirrored in topony-
my and hydronymy), and J. Udolph (1981c, on North Slavic toponymy and hydrony-
my; 1982, on the Slavic designation for ‘salmon’) all reported on elsewhere in this
bibliographic commentary.
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V.3. Semantics (Specific Problems of Lexical Meaning)

Methodological problems of Slavic etymology with an emphasis on semantics and
semantic change were discussed by A. de Vincenz (1975), who uses, in particular,
the Slavic designations for ‘frog’ and ‘child’ as examples. General problems of se-
mantics were also discussed in O. N. Truba¢ev 1980b, where his methodological
considerations on reconstructing lexemes and their meanings are illustrated with
Slavic data; on the utilization of semantic considerations, see now also Trubacev
1982.

Of specific semantic groups, lexemes with mythological content have continued to
attract much attention. Among relevant studies we can mention an essay by V. N.
Toporov (1975b), which discusses items with such meaning or at least association—
R ten’, telepat (sja), pcela, koza, and others—suggesting possible linguistic links
reaching beyond the Caucasus. Another paper in this vein is by A. V. Desnickaja
(1978), who identifies some Southwest Balkan-East Slavic etymological and sematic
isoglosses, partly of cultic-mythological origin. Methodologically innovative (not
to say programmatic), the study by N. I. Tolstoj and S. M. Tolstaja (1978) dis-
cusses techniques for reconstructing Early Slavic spiritual culture. They emphasize,
in particular, the relationship between popular and literary culture and comment on
various types of sources, different kinds of ritual symbolism (illustrated with pre-
viously untapped material from the Poles’e region), as well as the “deep semantics”
and some formal aspects of ritual habits and their reconstruction.

The bulk of the mythologically oriented papers, however, deals with the notion of
‘god’ and its various designations in Slavic. Thus, Georgiev (1972) discusses Slavic
divb and its cognates, as well as bog's, considering the first item a direct inheritance
from PIE *deiuo-s, the second a loan from Iranian (OPers baga-, etc.). For Slavic
gospods, the Bulgarian scholar assumes an underlying PIE form *ghosti-poti-s,
which however would have to have entered Slavic through Germanic mediation to
account for its attested phonetic shape (rather than the expected *gostbpot).
Georgiev further views the three terms discussed as representative of three phases of
CS mythology.

Primarily concerned with semantic change, Rudnyc’kyj (1974) discusses the re-
placement of earlier Slavic div- by bog- after *div’b had been degraded to mean ‘evil
spirit.” This semantic shift was paralleled in Iranian, whereas the reflex of div- in
Baltic retained its original meaning ‘god.” The same lexical items were further dis-
cussed in Golgb 1975b, where div- was also compared with dik-, given the special
use of the latter, along with ¢ist-, in idioms of the type diko/ ¢isto pol’e. In addition,
other lexical items with connotations of primitive life were discussed. The lexemes
div, dik's, and bogp are only among several items pertinent to Slavic demonology
(cf. further bésb, *¢brts, Veless—in Old Czech also attested as a common noun—
vila, *jezal*jega, diva, and déva) commented upon in Polak 1977. Slavic div- (and
its competitor bog-), with IE cognates, is also in the foreground in two papers by E.
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Hamp (1974 and 1978).

The mythological name Div, attested only in the controversial Igor Tale and texts
related to it, and the “eighth deity” of the reconstructed East Slavic pantheon Simarg!
(believed to reflect the divine bird Simury of the Iranians) are discussed in Worth
1978. suggests a relationship between the two deities leading to the replacement of
the latter by the former under pressure brought about by representatives of the then
recently embraced Christian faith. The two chief Slavic designations for god were
also examined in Stawski 1979, assuming bog® to represent a specific Iranian-CS
isogloss and positing a zero-grade variant for the PIE form underlying divs.

The Slavic designations of pagan deities (among them Perun®d and
Velesb/Voloss) were further discussed in a paper by V. V. Ivanov and V. N.
Toporov (1973). They explored the reconstruction of CS texts on the basis of ety-
mologizing a semantically restricted sphere of the lexicon, in this case a set of my-
thological names. M. Shapiro (1982b) propounds the interpretation of the mytho-
logical names Volos and Veles as “an instantiation of the IE divine twin myth.” This
conclusion is problematic, however, because of the phonetic closeness of the items.
Various terms for wizard and witch, including some items on the periphery of my-
thological terminology, were further discussed in Slupski 1981, where the material is
divided into lexemes with, as opposed to such without, indisputable cognates.

Contributions etymologizing early ethnonyms also deserve mention here. O. N.
Trubadev (1974), considers a number of early Slavic ethnonyms in terms of the light
they shed on the much debated issue of the Slavic protohome and the Slavs’ assumed
early crossing of the Carpathians. Moreover, he draws some interesting parallels
between the early dispersal of the Slavs outside their original homeland and such a
phenomenon as the Russian colonolization of Siberia. Trubalev also suggests a ten-
tative identification of early West and East Slavic civilizations with certain archeo-
logically defined prehistoric cultures datable to the period 3rd/2nd cc. BC to 2nd/3rd
cc. AD. This paper has now been superseded by the more comprehensive and even
more imaginitive study by the same scholar (Trubacev 1982; cf. VI.4., below). The
name of the Slavs, Slovéne (and derivatives), was reexamined in two studies by H.
Schelesniker (1972) and J. P. Maher (1974). In their speculations, however, these
authors do not go much beyond previous research even where earlier findings or sur-
mises are being rejected. The etymology of the ethnonym Veneti/Venedi was,
again, studied by Golgb (1975a). He postulates a semantic shift: *Uenétes ‘ruling
class of warriors’ > *Uenétes ‘Veneti,” as a designation of the prehistoric and early
historical Slavs. To be sure, it is not certain that this new hypothesis is viable.
Gotgb also discussed recently (1982), the semantic association between certain kin-
ship terms and the two Slavic ethnonyms *Ssrbi and Slovéne. Here he sheds some
additional light not only on this possible link but also on the controversial etymolo-
gies of the ethnic designations themselves.

Terms with some religious or ritual connotations referring to early, pagan burial
practices were investigated in Maher 1973. Leeming 1973 offers some etymological
considerations pertaining to words designating writing, with suggestions about early
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Slavic-Iranian and Slavic-Germanic contacts, in addition to ties that Slavs may have
had with an Asian, presumably Turkic, people in the Balkans or Pannonia. CS and
Early Slavic legal terminology was surveyed in two articles. The first, by Toporov
(1973), views CS *vbrvb and véno, véniti against their IE background. The second,
by Ivanov and Toporov (1978), discusses archaic legal terms and constructions
gleaned particularly from OR sources, along with some items of mythological-poetic
and social origin in their relation to IE. In surveying various Slavic terms denoting
‘love,” Birnbaum (1978a) commented, specifically, on the two CS roots ljub- (< PIE
*leubh-) and mil- (< PIE *meil-/*mil-). The concepts of gift, barter, and exchange,
and the broader field into which they fall, were discussed on the basis of Slavic data,
viewed in their IE context, in Ivanov 1975.

Names for metals were analyzed in Mare§ 1977, who assumes the knowledge of
the following seven metals among the Slavs while still in their assumed protohome:
gold, silver, iron, bronze, lead, a tin-lead alloy, and mercury. By contrast, familiar-
ity with steel and brass, introduced from the West, can be dated only to the
sixth/seventh centuries AD. The etymology of the “migratory word” for silver in
Slavic (with counterparts in Baltic and Germanic) was reconsidered in Trubadev
1978. The Soviet etymologist suggests that the Slavic form reflects an ancient prac-
tice of covering glass with a layer of silver on the facing side. For further thoughts
on Slavic metal terms, see now also Trubacev 1982 (details below, VI.4.).

Konnova (1972) examined some lexical and semantic isoglosses pertaining to
grain terminology as they are distributed in modern Slavic, allowing certain conclu-
sions also for dialectal Late CS. A number of building terms, all going back to the
CS period, were discussed in Lindert (1978). Pointing out that different ways,
kinds, and forms of construction yielded a complex terminology, the author asserts
that some of the pertinent terms, e.g. *kgt-ja, *vez-ja, *by-dlo, go back to PIE,
while others, e.g. *xyz-ja, *jata, *xata, are early loans. Some of these CS terms
were dialectally limited; this applies, for example, to *bydlo, * obitélp. *termws,
*xata, *xalupa, the latter said to be a modification of *xalgga. Moreover, as
Lindert points out, a more differentiated—mostly already post-CS—reality gradual-
ly required also a new and correspondingly more differentiated terminology. Slavic
tree designations were once more discussed by Tolstoj (1978b). In particular,
Tolstoj comments on recent views by Bernstejn, Filin, and Martynov, concerning the
terms sosna and zvoja, as well as the collective item bor.

Three items beginning with cel- (Celjadb, &eljusts, celovéks) were discussed in
Schiitz 1981, who takes the findings of the new Soviet Slavic etymological diction-
ary as his point of departure. Nouns with the suffix -¢¢ and denoting young animals
were discussed by TschiZewskij (1977), who attributes an original connotation
‘round object’ to all of them. M. Rudnicki (1974), in an aside, claims CS origin for
*korljb ‘ruler,’ according to him, originally meaning ‘mediator.” He thus rejects the
standard etymology deriving this item from the name of Charlemagne. §. Ondrus
(1975) argues for CS, and partly PIE, origin of two designations for dog in Czech,
while L. Moszyfiski (1981) discusses the earliest evidence of *némbch and *glusbcs.
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Early designations for ‘island’ in georgraphic names in Northwest Poland, once lo-
cated on the Slavic linguistic periphery, were identified by H. Gérnowicz (1972).

The often adduced semantic group of kinship terms was discussed at some length
by V. Saur (1975). In this study devoted to the etymology of this semantic class, not
only is previous relevant research surveyed, but far-reaching conclusions about the
early societal structure of the Slavs and their forebears are drawn as well, partly on
the evidence of some less common terms belonging here. The word for ‘daughter’
was again examined by H. Schmeja (1976). The author traces the Slavic reflex,
along with the “Old European” (Oskian, Germanic, and Baltic), Armenian and, part-
ly, Indo-Iranian (OPers) forms, to an underlying *dhukter, as opposed to other IE
variants (*dhugater, *dhugdher, *dhughiter). On kinship terms, cf. also Golab
1982, mentioned previously in this section.

New or reconsidered etymologies of individual items, with particular attention
paid to their meaning, were offered in a number of studies. Among them are:
Gasparini 1970/72, Hamp 1970, 1973b, 1976a, and 1981, Rudnicki 1971, Wallfield
1971, Otrgbska-Jabloriska 1972, Gribble 1973 (offering an attractive etymology for
*byks ‘bull’), Schuster-Sewc 1973b, Aitzetmiiller 1974, and Kopeény 1974b (the
last two reconsidering the etymology of otroks), Varbot 1974, Vaillant 1971
(rejecting the previously assumed connection between uZina ‘breakfast’ and jugs
‘south’) and 1975, Golab 1976, Klepikova 1976, Lunt 1977b (assuming sexual
conotations in the PIE item underlying igra), Schrépfer 1977, Witkowski 1977, Saur
1977, 1978, 1979, and 1980b, Dzendzelivs’kyj 1978, Budziszewska 1978,
Szymanski 1980, Martynov 1980, Stieber 1980, Schenker 1981, and Mur’janov
1981 (this last pair discussing the item iskrp ‘near, close’), Oguibenine 1981
(discussing *vorgs ‘enemy’ in semantic and conceptual terms), and Shapiro 1982a
(throwing new, unexpected light on the name *nejesytb; cf below, V.4.).

The etymologies of various verbal items were discussed in: Kope¢ny 1973
(commenting on the three meanings of the verb byti—existential, copular, and auxi-
liary), Zargba 1973 (discussing verbs of perception), Watkins 1978 (commenting on
two Slavic items denoting confession), Bory$ 1980 (analyzing the relationship of CS
*piti and *pojiti), Saur 1980a (commenting on the origin of the verbs baviti and
slaviti), and Huntley 1982 (on the semantic shades of OCS testi : tociti deduced from
textual evidence).

Adjectival synonymy of formations in -¢ and -st in Slavic and Baltic was discussed
primarily in terms of diachronic lexicology by E. A. Balalykina (1980).

Synsemantic (grammatical) etyma were discussed in Wéjcikowska 1978 (treating
prepositions and adverbs signaling inclusion or exclusion and finding a north-south
distribution reflecting a CS dialectal split), Forster 1979 (analyzing the origin of the
prefix pod- in denominal formations), Budich 1977 (distinguishing between two
kinds of Slavic eters), and Pavlov 1974 (commenting on the etymology of jako).

Primarily semantic considerations also underlie the comprehensive monograph by
V. V. Ivanov and V. N. Toporov (1974), discussing lexical and phraseological re-
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constructions of CS texts. Here once again such items as Peruns and
Veless/Volosp are discussed. Additionally, such fertility symbols as Jarila and
Kupala are examined in light of the transformation of basic myths and corresponding
rituals. Lexemes and idiomatic phrases pertinent to primitive apiculture among the
Balts and the Slavs were investigated by R. Eckert (1981). Here such phrases
(syntagms) as *laziti b'sCely, *laziti med®, *laziti ulbi and *déditi bpceli, *déditi
med's are reconstructed.

Problems of etymology and semantics were further discussed in Dukova 1979,
Lépissier 1971, Mariczak 1975, Moskov 1975, Moszyfiski 1977a, and Oguibenine
1979, all of which are primarily concerned with lexical borrowing. Further contri-
butions to semantics in etymological research are by Schuster-Sewc (1971a and
1976), Martynov (1972), Karalianas (1972), Pohl (1973), Kurz (1973), Stieber
(1973c¢), Liukkonen (1973 and 1974), Wojtyta-Swierzowska (1974a and b), Nagy
(1974), Vasil’ev (1975), Zargba (1976), Kurylowicz (1976/78), Moskov (1978 and
1980), Mel’ni¢uk (1978), Beleckij (1980), Mare$ (1980b), Palmaitis (1981), Saur
(1981), Udolph (1982), Hamp (1982b), and Stawski (1982). These studies are dis-
cussed or referred to elsewhere in this survey.

V.4, Lexical Borrowings in Common Slavic.

Much work in reconstructing loanwords in CS has been done also during the last
decade. Thus, Leeming (1978a) discusses some lexical loans in Early Slavic—both
CS and OCS—heretofore not properly identified or understood. Among the items
discussed are: *k'sn’igy, considered by the British scholar to be an Altaic loanword;
*§bt0, in accordance with the majority of specialists regarded as a loan from Iranian;
*tysotja/tysetja, a lexeme shared with Germanic and Baltic and regarded by the
author as probably derived from Germanic in Slavic; *tbma, said to be a Turkic loan;
*pbsati, showing a semantic development shared only with Iranian and Old Prussian;
*buky, traditionally believed to have been borrowed from Germanic; *l&s-, with
parallels in Persian; *lup- and derivatives, considered to be in alternation with *rob-
in the meaning of ‘to rob,” and derivatives; as well as several other lexemes. The
same linguist has also discussed these and some further items in three other papers,
where he considered a possible Turkic, along with Iranian or Germanic, origin:
Leeming 1973, mentioned above, see V.3.; Leeming 1974, analyzing OCS kramola
‘sedition,” believed to reflect a Turkic verb; and Leeming 1976a, discussing some
Slavic stellar names and their prehistoric origins, with Turkic, again, assumed to be a
major source. The possibility of Slavic-Turkic bilingualism as an influence was also
considered in Hamp 1975, reconstructing the protoform of Russian devjanosto (cf.
V.2., above). Finally, Turkic loanwords found in all the Slavic languages were dis-
cussed in connection with some Slavic and Balkan etymologies proposed by Moskov
(1975). Specifically, he analyzed the root tun- ‘nothing, misfortune; cheap, worth-
less, etc.” and also attempted to formulate a comprehensive explanation for the rela-
tion of the vowels in the root tyr- : tér- : tur- : tBr-.
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Some IE and, especially, non-Indo-European (but rather Proto-European) substra-
tum items found in the vocabulary of several West Slavic languages were discussed
in Poldk 1973b. M. Shapiro (1982a) proposed a more complex etymology for
Slavic *nejesytp ‘pelican’ (and its reflexes in various Slavic languages), suggesting
" that the OCS hapax, attested in the Psalterium Sinaiticum, goes back to a solecism of
the Septuagint, and thus ultimately reflects Hebrew. Early Semitic, especially
Arabic, loans in Slavic also during the prehistoric period were considered in Raleva
1979.

The previous etymology of Early Slavic gbols ‘gallery, covered aisle; well, cis-
tern’ as adapted from Greek was confirmed in Lépissier 1971, some claimed phonet-
ic and other difficulties notwithstanding. Greek influence is also assumed by W.
Budich (1977) for one of the two homophones expressed by Slavic eters, corre-
sponding to Greek héteros, while the other word of the same appearance is an ap-
proximate synonym of OCS nékyi, jedins, drugyi, or in’s. Baltic origin for dialectal
Late CS *degbtb (R degot’ ‘tar’) is posited by S. B. Bernstejn (1980), who com-
pares this item with Lith dial. degutis rather than with standard Lith degutas.

Possible Iranian origin was, as previously mentioned (cf. V.3.), considered for a
number of lexical items belonging to the sphere of mythology and religion. In par-
ticular, this refers to the several recent discussions of the Slavic words bogs and
dive (Georgiev 1972, Rudnyc’kyj 1974, Hamp 1974 and 1978, Golab 1975b, Poldk
1977, Worth 1978, and Stawski 1979). The same items, in addition to a few others
(svets; P patrzyé ‘to look,” Cz patfiti ‘to belong’ < Iran /paOrai ‘to protect, pre-
serve’), were also discussed by U. Dukova (1979). Another mythological term,
potentially derived from Iranian, is the name of the god Jazomir. For this, B.
Oguibenine (1979) assumes underlying Iran *MiOrayaz-, with metathesis of the two
components in its Slavic reflection; on this theonym, cf. also Birnbaum 1977a. The
magnitude of the Iranian impact was assessed differently, as was mentioned before
(cf. 1I.5.), in Gotgb 1973 and Mariczak 1974/75 on the basis of Slavic items be-
ginning with x-. In a discussion of Slavic loanwords in Russian, H. D. Pohl (1975b)
differentiates between three chronological layers, according to the time at which
such items entered Slavic: 1) during the CS period (e.g., sto, raj); 2) in post-CS
times (e.g., Certog); and 3) in the course of the history of the individual Slavic lan-
guages, among them Russian. In view of O. N. Trubacev’s startling finding
(reported in 1967, Etimologija 1965, 3-81) that some Early Slavic loans from
Iranian are attested exclusively in West Slavic, Pohl’s attempted chronology assumes
particular significance.

The lexical impact of Late (Vulgar) Latin or Early Romance on Early Slavic at the
very beginning of literacy was, again, illustrated with the word for ‘Jew’ (Zids) in
Birnbaum 1981b. While this item seems to have reached the Slavic world directly
from the Romance area (probably through Northeast Italy or Dalmatia), OCS misa
‘bowl’ is assumed to have entered Slavic through Germanic, even though its source,
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too, was Late Latin (ménsa). This is the view of M. Enrietti (1977/79), who sug-
gests Old High German rather than Gothic as an intermediary, considering the geo-
graphic proximity of Moravia.

The two variants of the controversial Slavic word for ‘church,” *cr’ky and
*cir(b)ky, are both considered to go back to Germanic sources by L. Moszysiski
(1977a). However, while Moszynski argues that the first of the two cited forms is a
loan from Gothic in the Black Sea region (and unaffected by the second palataliza-
tion of velars), he believes that the second was adopted by the Slavs from the
Bavarians in Carinthia. Using linguistic and historical evidence, the Polish linguist
subsequently traces the paths of the two forms in Slavic territory and elucidates their
phonetic modifications. A Germanic-Slavic lexical problem was further discussed,
although in purely negative terms, in Rudnicki 1974, who, as mentioned above
(V.3.), does not believe that CS *korljp is derived from Karl, i.e., the name of
Charlemagne.

Taking semantic considerations into account, but arguing primarily on purely
phonetic grounds, W. Mariczak (1975) maintains that Slavic skots ‘cattle’ is a loan
from Gothic, rather than the other way around. This view, recently also advocated
by Kiparsky (1975a), makes good sense — contrary to the opinion expressed by,
among others, E. Stankiewicz and R. Jakobson (cf. Birnbaum 1979a, 304). Despite
the suggestive title, the Slavic facet was barely touched upon and, at any rate, hardly
given a new assessment in Marnczak 1983. Here the focus is instead on the place of
Gothic within Early Germanic, both geographically and in terms of the classification
of the Germanic languages. Marficzak’s reasoning, based on superficially evaluated
considerations of frequency, is far from convincing. The Germanic loanwords in
CS, their various chronological layers, and particular sources, are, on the other hand,
reassessed at some length in Birnbaum 1983a, with attention paid also to the recent
findings by V. Kiparsky (1975a).

The question of whether a particular lexical item borrowed by CS from Early
Germanic should be assigned to Proto-Germanic, Gothic, or Old High German
(primarily Old Bavarian) is the topic of several papers by M. Enrietti; cf., in addition
to Enrietti 1977/79, already mentioned, Enrietti 1973a, 1973b, and 1975/1976. In
the first of these studies, while he assumes Proto-Germanic origin for tyns ‘fence’
and Gothic as the source for x/éb ‘bread,’ he claims that *koldedzp ‘well’ is difficult
to trace to a particular Germanic source. However, considering its spread in Slavic,
Enrietti is inclined to assign it to Proto-Germanic rather than to East Germanic
(specifically, Gothic). The criterion of areal diffusion is also used by the Italian lin-
guist in discussing the origin of *xys®s/*xyz s ‘house.” While the latter form is said to
be of Proto-Germanic origin, he believes the former to go back to Old High German.
He thus does not admit the possibility of a Gothic origin, otherwise frequently as-
sumed. Moreover, in his study of the two competing items meaning ‘dish,’ bljudo
and misa, and their respective spread in Slavic, Enrietti concludes that the former is
of Gothic, the latter of Old High German (and, as we have seen, ultimately Vulgar
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Latin), origin.
Finally, F. Papp (1973) discussed Early Slavic loanwords in Hungarian, reflecting

the substratum character of Slavic in that language. The author views the problem
particularly in terms of common phonological and morphological features.



VI. SPECIAL PROBLEMS OF COMMON SLAVIC

VI.1. Common Slavic in Its Indo-European Setting; Common Slavic in Its
Relationship to Particular Indo-European (and Other) Language Groups; The
Problem of Balto-Slavic

The Slavic component in the dictionary of Nostratic, including several language
families of Eurasia and Africa, by V. N. Illi¢-Svity¢ is the topic of a paper by R. V.
Balatova (1977). Balatova surveys all the Slavic lexemes and morphemes appearing
in the dictionary’s tentative listing of items considered to belong to the common lexi-
cal stock of that tentatively posited macrofamily. In particular, she discusses some
of the more problematic among the Slavic forms cited. Slavic as a whole, viewed in
its East European setting, is treated in typological-historical terms in Poldk 1973a.
Considering the broader, Eurasian framework, the author points to parallels and
possible ties with Finno-Ugric, among other language groups.

Slavic data are included in V. Pisani’s programmatic essay on Indo-European in
Europe (1974a), surveying the field and highlighting some controversial problems
while reiterating the author’s basic positions on these issues. As previously men-
tioned (II1.2.), this paper includes an excursus on the Slavic genitive-accusative; an-
other excursus treats isoglosses obtaining among Indo-European languages of
Europe. A specific problem of PIE grammar, pertinent also to Slavic, was tackled
in Puhvel 1973. Two partly competing suffixes (*-ias- and *-tero-) used for the for-
mation of the comparative were discussed here together with two alternative syntac-
tic means employed in its construction (case vs. particle use). The author demon-
strates that neither of the two suffixes discussed was originally comparative in func-
tion but rather expressed an “equative” or “exaggerative” meaning. Both syntactic
constructions are said to antedate the use of the suffixes; subsequently, they com-
bined in different ways in various parts of IE.

The question of the earliest contacts between the Slavs and Iranians was, once
again, discussed by O. N. Trubalev (1977). Referring to previous relevant contri-
butions by Sobolevskij, Vasmer, Abaev, and others, the Soviet etymologist points to
the importance of closely analyzing the onomastic and lexical data attested in the
area in question. Some of these items are rightly considered difficult to evaluate
given the Gothic wars, demographic shifts, and Turkic invasions. Stressing the po-
tential importance of future findings in this region, the author assumes that the Slavs
reached the Black Sea and the Sea of Azov by the fifth-sixth centuries AD. For a
discussion of these issues in a broader factual and methodological context, see now
also Trubacev 1982 (cf. VI1.4.).

C. S. Stang took up an idea only briefly referred to in his 1942 book on the Slavic
and Baltic verb in the monograph Lexikalische Sonderiibereinstimmungen zwischen
dem Slavischen, Baltischen und Germanischen (1972). In his last major work,
Stang sought to supplement Trautmann’s Balto-Slavic dictionary of 1923 by listing
and examining, or reexamining, the shared vocabulary of Baltic, Slavic, and
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Germanic as well as exclusive Baltic-Germanic and Slavic-Germanic lexical agree-
ments. Excluding provable loanwords, Stangs’s study covers, on the one hand,
items which reflect the same phonological form and are restricted to Baltic, Slavic
and/or Germanic (type Lith lidudis : ChSl ljudsje : OHG liuti) and, on the other
hand, items which do not fully correspond to, but merely resemble, each other and
are restricted to Baltic, Slavic and/or Germanic without presumably being borrowed
among these language groups (type Lith sidabras, OPr sirablan : ChSl
sbrebro : Goth silubr). Stang concludes that the majority of the lexemes shared by
Baltic, Slavic, and Germanic are technological in meaning and usually designate
simple instruments and objects made of wood. The author further echoes his earlier
view about a prehistoric Balto-Slavo-Germanic Sprachbund within the northwestern
portion of disintegrating PIE (cf., in particular, the -m- marker in the instr. sg. and
dat. and instr. du. and pl., as well as various phenomena of derivation). The mono-
graph also includes excursuses on the evolution of PIE sk’ in Balto-Slavic and on the
suffix -e/oro (with ablaut variants) in Baltic, Slavic, and Germanic. For an assess-
ment, see Schmid 1975/76 and the reference in Toporov 1975c¢ (87-8).

The ever-controversial problem of Balto-Slavic was further discussed during the
last decade in work by many authors. Karaliinas (1972) suggests that CS pasti, Lat
pasco, Toch A pas-, B pask- and Hitt pahs- have their equivalent in Lith péseti ‘to
worship (an idol)’ and péseléti/piioseléti ‘to feed.” Schmalstieg (1974b) sketches
some changes in the consonant systems of preliterate Baltic and Slavic, only to arrive
at the fairly inconclusive suggestion “that it is possible that Baltic and Slavic shared a
certain period of common development in the consonantal system” without however
considering such an assumption “absolutely necessary.” The American linguist thus
leaves the question of a possible Balto-Slavic unity open. Otkupséikov (1974) com-
ments generally on the significance of Lithuanian data for reconstructing CS.
Nepokupnyj (1976), focusing on North Slavic and its relationship to Baltic, dis-
cusses: 1) general lexical-semantic phenomena shared by Baltic and North Slavic; 2)
West Baltic lexical items in North Slavic; and 3) East Baltic lexical items in North
Slavic. In the two latter sections, ethno- and anthroponymy as well as common
nouns are discussed separately. The author covers both prehistoric (reconstructed)
as well as historical (attested) data, and focuses his attention in particular on the cru-
cial Poles’e area, recently examined also by N. I. Tolstoj. For a review of this
work, see Rehatek 1979.

In two papers (1976, 1978), H. Mayer argues, among others things, that Slavic
cannot simply be considered the continuation of an earlier Balto-Slavic linguistic en-
tity which presumably is largely preserved or, at any rate, easily retrievable on the
basis of Baltic data alone. He discusses in some detail various developments of vo-
calism, especially in auslaut position, in the two language groups to substantiate his
point. In the later paper he takes issue, in particular, with Birnbaum’s 1970
“modeling” approach to Balto-Slavic. He disregards, however, the fact that this ap-
proach was originally proposed by Ivanov and Toporov, and that Birnbaum merely
considered it along with three other conceivable approaches to this intricate problem.
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Mayer thus argues against the assumption of a Balto-Slavic linguistic unity and sug-
gests that CS is derived directly from a Late IE dialect. He explains the striking si-
milarities between Baltic and Slavic as due to the conservative nature of the two lan-
guage groups, but stresses also some profound differences between them, particulary
as they pertain to vocalism.

Reexamining three specific problems of Balto-Slavic phonology, Kortlandt
(1979a) concludes that: 1) the change PIE eu > ov (before vowels) preceded the
parallel shift ex > jou (before consonants); 2) the Balto-Slavic reflex of PIE sk is §
(Lith §, Sl s) before i but sk (Lith sk after i) in other positions; and 3) the clusters ngn,
ndn blocked the operation of “Winter’s Law” (cf. above I1.3.). Balto-Slavic was
also one of the terms of comparison in a recent study by V. V. Martynov (1978),
discussing problems of Balto-Slavo-Italic lexical agreements and parallels in light of
recent research into this question, especially by Trubacev. The essay on Baltic by
V. P. Maziulis in GadZieva et al. 1981 contains some reference to Balto-Slavic and
Balto-Slavo-Germanic problems. It should further be noted that the generally very
positive assessment of the linguistic legacy of Kurylowicz and Stang in Ivanov and
Toporov 1980 concerns, to a large extent, the former scholars’ contributions to the
Balto-Slavic problem.

Opening a new annual serial publication, Balto-slavjanskie issledovanija 1980

contains a number of relevant articles. Contributions by O. N. Trubacev (1981) and
V. V. Ivanov (1981c) are largely programmatic, but are both also germane to the re-
construction of CS. V. V. Martynov (1981) discusses such CS items as bésb -
dive, blusti - patriti, bprtviti - gatati, do - pri - kb, ons - ovs, slava - xvala,
and others. Based on typological considerations and the unusual character of the s
> § shift (after i u k), V. N. Cekman (1981) considers this sound change in the
three language branches where it occurs to various extents (namely, Slavic, Baltic,
and Indo-Iranian) to be genetically related (granted differences in detail, most of
which are accounted for and explained). V. V. Sedov (1981) comments, from the
archeological point of view, on the early Slavic expansion into Baltic territory (on
the Upper Dnieper). Also pertinent here are the papers by Ageeva (1981), Vanagas
(1981), Dambe (1981), and Katonova (1981).

Problems of CS in its IE setting and in its relationship to specific IE language
groups as well as the issue of Balto-Slavic were also discussed or at least touched
upon in a number of other publications with a different major focus. Specifically,
these are Kiparsky 1975a, Schmalstieg 1976, Auty 1977, Panzer 1978a, and
Aitzetmiiller 1978 (discussing OCS and Russian); Schmalstieg 1973 (on IE phonolo-
gy); Kiparsky 1973, Dybo 1974, 1979b, 1980, and 1981, Prinz 1978, Bubenik 1980,
and Nikolaev and Starostin 1982 (all discussing some aspect of accentology);
Mathiassen 1974, Pohl 1974, Stipa 1974, Schelesniker 1975, Samilov 1975,
Martinet 1978, Lekomceva 1978 and 1980, Winter 1978, and Lunt 1979/80 (all pri-
marily concerned with some problem of vocalism); Gotab 1969, Kly¢kov 1972,
Steensland 1973, Cekman 1974a, and Kortlandt 1978 (on consonantism, especially
velars); Kortlandt 1977 (on the treatment of PIE u- in Slavic and Baltic); Maziulis
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1973, Enrietti 1977, Zuravlev 1977/78, and Zuravlev and Maziulis 1978 (on prob-
lems of inflection); Otrgbski 1972, Eckert 1972a, 1972b, 1974, and 1979, Martynov
1973, and Stawski 1974 and 1974- (on derivation); Fisher 1977, Stepanov 1978,
Kortlandt 1979d, Machek 1980, Palmaitis 1981, and, in particular, Ivanov 1978a
and 1981a (on the verb); Press 1973 (on absolute case constructions); Windekens
1971, Eckert 1977, Gluhak 1978, and Kostov 1980 (on the inherited vocabulary of
CS); Schelesniker 1972, Toporov 1975b, Desnickaja 1978, and Balalykina 1980 (on
semantic problems of the CS lexicon); Papp 1973 (on Early Slavic loanwords in
Hungarian); Patrug 1972, and Xaburgaev 1980 (on the methodology of reconstruc-
tion and the problem of the time limits of CS); Filin 1972 and 1980, Sés 1973,
Arumaa 1977a and 1977b, Sedov 1978, Toporov 1980, and Trubaev 1982 (on
onomastics, etymology, and some extralinguistic problems of the ethnogenesis and
early migrations of the Slavs).

VI.2. Methodology of Reconstruction; Time Limits, Periodization, Chronology
of Common Slavic

While G. A. Xaburgaev (1980) uses certain controversial issues of CS to illustrate
the methodology of reconstruction, H. D. Pohl (1977/78), in a critical assessment
of Slavic historical linguistics since 1945, dwells on both Slavic as a whole in its re-
lationship to other IE languages and on CS itself (cf., esp., 1-30). H. Birnbaum
(1973b) explores the two basic methodologies—the comparative method and inter-
nal reconstruction—as they apply, with some refinement, to the difficult reconstruc-
tion of the initial phase of CS or, to be exact, PS. The same scholar (Birnbaum
1977c¢) offers a general discussion of the methods of linguistic reconstruction
(10-17), using CS (as well as Baltic) data. Specifically, syntactic reconstruction
(30—41) is illustrated with both IE and particular Slavic data; Slavic material is also
utilized in consideration of semantic reconstruction (41-51, where relevant kinship
terminology and other subspheres of meaning are discussed). The monograph
further contains a section on distant genetic relationship and typology, using
Nostratic as a case in point (51-69). Inspired by some of the positive aspects of
Georgiev’s work on linguistic reconstruction, Birnbaum 1980 comments on, among
other things, the future prospects for the reconstruction of CS and Balto-Slavic struc-
ture in the overall methodological framework established, anticipating, to be sure,
the necessity of operating with a number of hypothetical assumptions also in the fu-
ture.

V. K. Zuravlev and V. P. Neroznak (1981), in a paper concerned with the meth-
odology of linguistic reconstruction and, in particular, the problems arising from the
need of determining various stages in the evolution of a protolanguage, also dis-
cussed some specific problems of retrieving unattested Slavic evidence. The new
Soviet reference work on historical comparative linguistics, edited by GadZieva,
Zuravlev and Neroznak (1981), surveys a variety of language families. It contains a
fairly thorough discussion of the current state of the art and its attendant problems.
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Here also are separate chapters on the Slavic (63-106) and Baltic (107-19)
languages—the latter curiously titled “Balto-Slavic Languages,” presumably be-
cause problems of Balto-Slavic pertinent to both these branches of IE are considered.
The Slavic chapter, authored by V. K. Zuravlev, particularly stresses the salient
characteristics of CS and discusses at some length various methods for its reconstruc-
tion. Moreover, problems of pertinent methodology take up a good portion of the
comprehensive discussion in Trubagev 1982 (for details, cf. VI.4., below).

Considerations of chronology, but also the very unity and duration of CS, were the
topic of two papers by 1. Patrut (1972 and 1976). In the first of these, the Romanian
Slavist discusses the earliest Slavic-Romance-Greek linguistic contacts and con-
cludes, on the basis of Slavic loans in Greek (especially toponyms), Baltic, Finnic,
and what he terms Danubian Latin, that the Slavic dialects were essentially CS up to
the eighth century. He arrives at this conclusion on the strength of the evidence of
such archaisms as the retention of i, unshifted k (not affected by the progressive pa-
latalization), d instead of & (appearing only later), ¢ and even aN, as well as tart/talt
in Greek and Romanian. A second wave of Slavic influence, dating from the ninth
and tenth centuries, already show clearly Bulgarian features. In the second paper,
the author rejects the dialectal division of CS in the first half of the first millennium
AD proposed by Saxmatov and Bernitejn. Instead, Pitru claims that the phonolog-
ical criteria adduced in favor of such a division are actually of a later date.

V. L. Georgiev (1973b) posits three periods for CS: 1) Early CS (PS), beginning in
the second millennium BC and lasting through the eight/seventh centuries BC; 2)
Middle CS, roughly from the eight/seventh centuries BC to the fourth/fifth centuries
AD; and 3) Late CS, covering the fourth/fifth through eighth/ninth centuries AD.
Characteristic of the second period, according to Georgiev, was the strong influence
from Iranian and Gothic, while the third period saw the tripartition into the major CS
dialect areas. A somewhat different chronology of CS was proposed by A.
Lamprecht (1978). According to him, the disintegration of PIE occurred around
3000 BC, and the separation of the Balto-Slavic from the Germanic dialects some-
time after 2000 BC, probably c. 1500 BC. The crystallization of the Slavic dialects
from Late PIE (or Balto-Slavic) is said to have taken place approximately 500 BC.
Early CS is considered phonologically still quite close to Baltic. The emergence of
“classical CS” is dated to c. 400-800 AD, and the evolution of Late CS to about
800-1000 AD. The periods of “classical” and Late CS are further subdivided
chronologically according to major sound shifts.

Problems of CS chronology were also discussed in Duridanov 1973 (on the
chronological layers of nominal formations in Slavic and Baltic); Kortlandt 1975 and
Kolesov 1979a (on accentology); Moszynski 1972c, Stipa 1974, Zuravlev 1974,
Mare§ 1971, Marvan 1973 and 1979 (on vocalism, specifically monophthongization,
the origin of akan’e, and vowel contraction); Jacobsson 1973, 1974, and 1977 (on
the progressive palatalization), Wukasch 1974, 1976a, and 1976b, Savignac 1975,
and Lunt 1977a (on consonantism, notably the velar palatalizations); Kiparsky
1971b, Schuster-Sewc 1977b, and Moszyriski 1979 (on the chronological stratifica-
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tion of individual languages, namely Russian, Sorbian, and OCS).

V1.3. Disintegration of Common Slavic; Common Slavic Dialects

CS as the point of departure for the evolution of the individual Slavic languages
was discussed by F. Kope¢ny (1974a), who stressed, in particular, the development
on various levels of linguistic structure. The underlying CS model is further
peripherally touched upon in a contribution by E. Lekov (1978). Lekov discussed
the main trends of Slavic linguistic evolution, as conditioned by internal and external
(i.e., Slavic/non-Slavic) factors partly traceable to preliterate times. CS in its last,
dialectally differentiated stage is indirectly implied in an attempt by F. V. Mare$
(1980a) at a new grouping of the contemporary Slavic languages. The author envis-
ages a fourfold division into: 1) SE Slavic, 2) SW Slavic, 3) NW Slavic, 4) NE
Slavic, allowing for two binary splits—S vs. N and E vs. W. It goes without saying
that some of the criteria on which the Czech-Austrian Slavist bases his
“tetrachotomy” reach back to the Late CS period.

The Late CS stage of evolution serves as a point of departure also for a compre-
hensive and important discussion of “Conservatism and Innovatism of the Slavic
Languages” presented by Z. Golgb at the Eighth International Congress of Slavists
held in Zagreb (Gotagb 1978). Surveying the conservative and innovative trends in
the history of the recorded Slavic languages in terms of “lexical substance” and
“grammatical substance,” the author finds that the origin of some of these trends
goes back to incipient tendencies ascertainable in the final phase of the Slavic proto-
language.

The earliest dialectal differentiation of CS—or rather the earliest recoverable dif-
ferentiation of Late CS—was the subject of a study by L. Moszysiski (1980). As in-
dicated, it should be noted, however, that the author treats only post-fifth-century
developments and does not even attempt to reconstruct any possible earlier dialectal
differences of CS, now irretrievably lost (on this subject, cf. Birnbaum 1973b, with
reference to work by V. K. Zuravlev).

Two specific phenomena of Late CS regional phonological evolution were con-
sidered by H. Andersen (1977). Here the Danish Slavist examines two complex
sound changes with their roots in prehistoric times: 1) e > o as attested in East
Slavic, and 2) g > <y as known from a East and West Slavic languages. The two
shifts, often considered post-CS, are analyzed using techniques of historic dialecto-
logy and with consideration given to their interrelation as Late CS innovations. The
author demonstrates that both these changes originated in phonological relations
characteristic of a phase prior to the emergence of the major Early Slavic dialectal
groups. He thus suggests that, although becoming evident only in the course of the
historically recorded period, both shifts should be considered prehistoric innova-
tions. Although only marginally concerned with CS, Timberlake 1981 discusses the
reflexes of CS dj in Late CS dialects and individual Slavic languages, focusing on
those in which there is a dual reflex within one dialect or language (as in Ukr # vs. ).
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The author offers a sophisticated explanation for this seeming irregularity and com-
ments on the problem of abrupt vs. gradual phonetic/phonemic change.

The general problems of the crystallization of the South Slavic linguistic branch
from its Late CS origin and the subsequent dialectal divisions within South Slavic,
were treated by 1. Gélabov (1975). The discussion is based on the reflexes of CS .
The same overall problem, though using other criteria, was further considered by L.
V. Kurkina (1981), who views the dialectal background in light of Kopitar’s theory
of a NW vs. SE split. Moreover, she takes into account the concept of the different
evolution at the core vs. at the periphery of a compact linguistic area, a concept de-
veloped in recent years particularly by N. I. Tolstoj. In the course of her investiga-
tion, Kurkina reanalyzes a number of South Slavic lexical isoglosses. L. Moszynski
(1979) discussed specific methodological problems for reconstructing Cyrillo-
Methodian “Proto-Church Slavic” (in the sense introduced by Trubeckoj). This
study can be considered relevant to CS and its reconstruction, given that the earliest
form of OCS may be regarded as a first recording of a Late CS dialect. Even OCS,
of course, can be reconstructed only on the basis of the extant written evidence, dat-
ing from about a century or more subsequent to the activities of Constantine and
Methodius.

Some specific SE Bulgarian phonological phenomena were further surveyed in
their broader Slavic context and against their CS background by 1. Koéev (1978). Z.
Stieber (1973c) discussed the Hungarian lexeme rend (< CS *reds), retaining the
same meaning, ‘order,’ as in South Slavic from where it was obviously borrowed.

F. Bezlaj (1977) relates the present Slavic languages directly to CS dialects, illus-
trating his point with the function of the prefix and preposition ob(-). He explains
the lexical and semantic agreements found between OCS and Slovenian as originat-
ing in the times of the first settlement of the Proto-Slovenes in the East Alpine region
(on this problem, cf. also Birmbaum 1977a and, in particular, recent work by O.
Kronsteiner, reported on below). The author points to the complexity of various
language strata during the CS period as particularly pronounced in certain key areas
of contact with another, non-Slavic population; this applies, for example, to
Slovenian in its relation to Italian and to OCS—in the Salonica region—in its rela-
tion to Greek.

The Slovene, and ultimately Late CS dialectal, substratum in the East Alpine re-
gion (and adjoining territories) has been the subject of several studies by the Austrian
Slavist O. Kronsteiner. In his 1975 monograph on Alpine Slavic anthroponymy, the
author considers problems of frequency, phonology (with special attention paid to
the rendition of Slavic forms in Old High German, specifically Old Bavarian, or-
thography) and morphology, as well as the sociological and topological implications
of his findings. The author’s conclusions are as follows: 1) The term “Alpine
Slavic” is applicable to the period up to the eleventh century only; after that, the
Slavic data from south of the ridge of the Alps in Carinthia and Styria exhibit phono-
logical features—vowels earlier, consonants later—distinctly identifiable as Old
Slovenian. 2) Some isolated items (sve, k'bsbn’s, the name xbrvats in toponyms)
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suggest the presence of Old Croatian splinter groups also in the Alpine region (but cf.
Kronsteiner 1978). 3) Alpine Slavic displays phonological, morphological, and
onomastic peculiarities unique to the area. 4) South Slavic traits cannot be found
north of the Alpine ridge in onomastic material (as has been claimed earlier). 5)
West Slavic linguistic traits—peculiar to Upper and Lower Austria—have pene-
trated across and south of the Alpine ridge (to Carinthia, Styria, and East Tyrolia), as
is best shown by the dl/l distribution (cf. also Kronsteiner 1976 for details). 6) The
name of Carinthian nobles (Svetipblk’s, Mojemirs, Gorazds, Préslavp) prove that
early ties with the nobility of Moravia existed in the area. The Alpine region was
thus linguistically heterogenous and West Slavic elements played a larger role in it
than previously thought. South Slavic was strictly limited to Carinthia and Styria,
although there, too, a West Slavic dialect must have existed coterritorially with, and
perhaps even before, South Slavic. For evaluations of Kronsteiner’s monograph,
see, e.g., Schelesniker 1976/77, Dickenmann 1978, and Schlimpert 1979.

Subsequent studies by Kronsteiner—all by-products or revisions of his 1975
work—deal with specific problems also addressed there. Kronsteiner 1976 exam-
ines the dl/l doublets, primarily in Slovenian, as a criterion for differentiating be-
tween West and South Slavic and for identifying the linguistic reality underlying the
notion “Alpine Slavic.” Kronsteiner 1977, tying in with the study just mentioned,
reexamines the tripartition of the Slavic languages, and questions this division on the
basis of the reflexes of the liquid metathesis in place names. Generally, the author
suggests that the metathesis occurred only after the major Slavic migrations, during
the period of the disintegration of CS, with peripheral zones preserving the earlier CS
situation. An intermediate stage in the treatment of liquid groups was retained in
Czech, Slovak, and the South Slavic languages, while only Polish (or rather all of
Lekhitic West Slavic plus Sorbian) and East Slavic show further developments oc-
curring since the tenth century. Superseding his earlier (1975) assumption of Old
Croatian splinter groups in the Eastern Alps, Kronsteiner 1978 identifies the earliest
attestation of Croats with the Avar military layer among the Alpine Slavs.

Problems of early South Slavic and West Slavic ties and their exploration were
studied by Z. Stieber (1972b, on Slovenian-West Slavic data) and C. Vasiliev (1975,
on Serbo-Croatian-West Slavic lexical agreements). The second of these studies is
particularly interesting. Here Vasiliev concludes that: 1) certain items must have ex-
isted without ever having been recorded; 2) in Serbo-Croatian, loanwords from
German, Romance, and Turkish have partly replaced earlier inherited items; and 3)
certain lexemes, originally found in western Serbo-Croatian and shared with West
Slavic, have yielded to eastern Serbo-Croatian items which spread as a result of in-
ternal migrations caused by the Turkish conquest.

The emergence of Slovak from its Late CS origins was studied by K. Horélek
(1971). In addition to its prehistoric evolution, the recorded history of Slovak is also
briefly discussed and certain parallels with Croatian linguistic separatism are drawn
with regard to the establishment of modern standard Slovak. R. Kraj¢ovi¢ (1974) is
concerned only with the prehistoric situation of Slovak. Here he discusses the CS
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dialectal base of Slovak in terms of the specific isogloss area from which Slovak
evolved in the ninth/tenth centuries. In other words, the author does not consider
Slovak merely an offshoot of Old Czech.

H. Schuster-Sewc (1979a) also proceeds from Late CS in discussing the position
of the two Sorbian languages (or rather Proto-Sorbian) in the general framework of
Slavic. He thus considers Proto-Sorbian, along with Proto-Polish, an autonomous
“dialect complex” of CS and does not adhere to the theory according to which
Sorbian forms a bridge, as it were, between Lekhitic and non-Lekhitic West Slavic;
nor does he mention Trubagev’s hypothesis, assuming the western settlement of the
Sorbs to be a result of their secondary “occidentalization.” A recent study by
Schuster-Sewc (1982) again discusses Late CS dialectal divisions, positing various
zones, among them one from which Czech, Slovak, Slovenian, and Serbo-Croatian
are said to have evolved. Another such dialectal zone is thought to underlie
Ukrainian, Belorussian, and Sorbian, and yet another is considered the base for
Lekhitic and Macedo-Bulgarian. The East German linguist thus denies the erstwhile
existence of a homogeneous, compact Common West Slavic linguistic entity. With
support of archeological evidence, he considers the possibility that the Proto-Sorbs
had migrated from an original territory east of the Carpathian Mountains, through the
Moravian Gate (between the Carpathian and Sudeten Mountains), and into the
Bohemian basin. From there they would subsequently have moved, following the
Elbe River, into a region west of the Upper Oder and the Neisse (Nysa) Rivers. Here,
the Sorbs are said to have clashed and mingled with Lekhitic tribes coming from the
east. As a result, a mixing of dialectal features of different origin occurred, re-
flected especially in phonology and lexicology. The structure of the present Sorbian
languages therefore shows traces of the blending of two Late CS dialects, a south-
eastern and a northwestern (or Lekhitic). As can be gathered from this brief account
of Schuster-Sewc’ recent contribution, his conception is now, though without any
such specific reference, much closer to Trubadev’s “occidentalization” hypothesis as
regards the origin of Sorbian. The position of Proto-Sorbian was further discussed
in light of onomastic data and, again, without any reference to TrubaCev’s relevant
hypothesis, by E. Eichler (1981).

The question of Samo’s semi-legendary first Slavic state (in the mid-seventh cen-
tury, i.e., in Late CS times) has been thoroughly reassessed in a number of studies by
the German Slavist H. Kunstmann (1979a, 1979b, 1980, 1981a, and 1981b).
Kunstmann’s work is based on a renewed study and reinterpretation of the relevant
data—the medieval Latin chronicle texts mentioning Samo, as well as pertinent
onomastic evidence. This has led Kunstmann to the view that the political entity
headed by Samo (which latter Kunstmann believes to have been a title rather than a
proper name) was not geographically as large as previously thought. Rather it was
probably confined to a region located somewhere in present-day North Bavaria/East
Franconia, around the Upper Main. The three articles by H. Jakob (1979, 1980, and
1981) are also related to this complex problem.

Pertinent to the emergence of the East Slavic group from among Late CS dialects
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is a study by P. S. Ureland (1979), assuming the existence of a prehistoric
Sprachbund around the Baltic sometime between 800 and 1100 AD. The author
finds support for his hypothesis in a comparison of certain morphosyntactic parallels
obtaining between modern Swedish, Finnish, Latvian, and Russian, on the one hand,
and, specifically, Runic Swedish (i.e., the earliest attested form of that language)
and Old Russian, on the other. Particular shared features in the phrase structure and
lexicon of Old Scandinavian, Slavic, and Baltic dialects are ascribed to the language
of the bi- or multilingual Varangians, whose speech is said to have served as an inno-
vative force (cf. earlier thoughts along those lines by A. Stender-Petersen, who had
discussed a number of hybrid Slavic-Scandinavian coinages). Among the examples
cited by Ureland are the Nordic names for the Dnieper rapids and other onomastic
data, as well as some loanwords pointing to reciprocal borrowing between Slavic and
Scandinavian. The emergence of Early East Slavic was further discussed by A.
Lamprecht (1973), using phonological phenomena pertaining to vowel quantity and
the correlation of consonantal palatalization (or the correlation of “softness™) as illus-
tration. Finally, a variety of problems relevant to the evolution from Late CS to
Common East Slavic were recently reassessed in Shevelov 1982.

As previously mentioned (cf. 1.4.), problems of Late CS and CS dialectology were
also dealt with, or at least touched upon, in a number of recent texts on individual
Slavic languages and their historical development. Among the more important
ones, see, in particular, Lunt 1974, Schmalstieg 1976, Aitzetmiiller 1978 (on OCS);
Kiparsky 1975a, Auty 1977, Panzer 1978a, Issatschenko 1980 (on Russian); and
Kuraszkiewicz 1972 (on Polish). Of work on CS accentology (cf. II.2.), Kortlandt
1976, Zaliznjak 1977, and Feldstein 1975 and 1978b are especially noteworthy.
Among studies treating CS and Early Slavic vocalism (cf. I1.3.), the following, in
particular, should be mentioned here: Mare$ 1971, Newman 1971, Marvan 1973 and
1979, Cekman 1975, and Martinet 1978. Research into consonantism (cf. I1.4.)
also has considered the period of disintegrating CS. Here, particularly, the studies
by Cohen (1969), Channon (1972), Kara$ (1973), Pianka (1974), Stieber (1974),
Scatton (1978), and Zaliznjak (1982) come to mind.

Of morphological studies, some papers on derivation (cf. III.3.) pertain to the dis-
integration of CS and the emergence of dialectal groups: Groselj 1972, Zargba 1978,
Handke 1979. Golgb 1972, on a problem of syntax, treats both CS as a whole and a
portion of its subsequent development, namely, North Slavic.

Several of the publications addressing some facet of CS lexicology (cf. V.1.) also
have repercussions for CS dialectology and the final phase of the Slavic protolan-
guage. Among them may be mentioned Leeming 1971, Popowska-Taborska 1975,
L’vov 1978, Schuster-Sewc 1979, Némec 1979b, as well as Bory$ 1979 and 1982.
Many studies focusing on semantic aspects of the CS vocubulary (cf. V.3.) discuss
Late CS and its regional variations. Here, see, in particular, Gérnowicz 1972,
Konnova 1972, Otrebska-Jabloriska 1972, Schuster-Sewc 1973b, Trubagev 1974,
Klepikova 1976, Mare§ 1977, Dzendzelivs’kyj 1978, Wojcikowska 1978,
Szymarski 1980, and Saur 1980b. Naturally, issues of CS dialectology are also
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considered in a number of studies on lexical borrowing in CS (cf. V.4.) even though
in many instances CS is viewed here still as a homogeneous whole. Of relevant stu-
dies, at least the following deserve mention: Poldk 1973b, Pohl 1975b, Moszynski
1977a, and Birnbaum 1981b. Of other studies relevant, at least secondarily, also to
the disintegration and dialectal differentiation of CS, see especially Schuster-Sewc
1980 (cf. V.2), Marojevié¢ 1982 (cf. II1.3. and 4.), and Polariski 1982 (cf. I1.3. and
5.).

Among studies surveying the relationship of Slavic to other branches of IE, speci-
fically Baltic and Iranian, the book by A. P. Nepokupnyj (1976) on Baltic-North
Russian linguistic contacts and O. N. Trubacev’s paper on the linguistic periphery of
early Slavdom and the Indo-Iranians in the Pontic region (1977) pertain to the disin-
tegration of CS; cf. now also Trubacev 1982 (for details of this essay, cf. VI.4.). Of
contributions discussing the time limits, periodization, and chronology of CS (cf.
VI.2.), the two previously reported studies by I. Patrut (1972 and 1976), addressing,
among other things, the question of early contacts between the Slavs and Greek and
Romance populations in the Balkans deserve mention. Also relevant here are the
papers by H. Birnbaum (1974 and 1979b) and R. Aitzetmiiller (1975 and 1979a),
reflecting these scholars’ controversy regarding various issues of CS, among them
the claimed time gap between the end of the CS period and the onset of Slavic litera-
cy. Finally, G. A. Xaburgaev’s essay touching on several controversial issues in the
history of CS (1980) falls into this category. A number of further studies to be dis-
cussed or referred to below (VI.4.) also consider problems relating to disintegrating
and dialectal CS.

VI.4. Problems Related to Common Slavic (Ethnogenesis, Prehistory, and
Early History of the Slavs; Original Homeland and Early Migrations of the
Slavs; Earliest Slavic Texts; Onomastic Evidence of Common Slavic and Early
Slavic)

Several archeological studies published in the last years bear, in one way or anoth-
er, on problems of CS. Thus, S. I. Perjak (1972) discusses the chronology of the
settlement of Slavs of the Carpathian region. Here, the author concludes on the ba-
sis of finds from prehistoric times that the first Slavic groups appeared in that region
during the first half of the first millenium AD. Objects clearly belonging to various
Early Slavic cultures corroborate a mass settlement of Slavic tribes on the slopes of
the Carpathians. This appears less surprising in light of J. Udolph’s recent hypothe-
sis placing the Slavic protohome in historical Galicia, broadly conceived. The early
move of the Slavs into the East Carpathian region was further discussed in terms of
archeological evidence by E. A. Symonovi¢ (1978).

The study by A. C. S6s, Die slawische Bevilkerung Westungarns im 9.
Jahrhundert (1973), ascertains with the help of archeological and early historical
data the Slavic substratum in present-day West Hungary (Transdanubia) during the
ninth century AD. Surveying earlier relevant research, the author concludes (83)
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that the population of Transdanubia at that time was heterogeneous and, in addition
to the predominantly Slavic population, included Avar, German (Bavarian) and
Romance groups. The ethnic composition of the lower strata of the population
seems to have varied from region to region, and it is clear that the controversial
Avars were gradually Slavicized, allowing for local variations. It appears even
possible that part of the non-Slavic population in this area survived as such up to the
Hungarian land-taking (in the late ninth-early tenth centuries). The composition of
the local Slavic population was heterogeneous, too. Thus, Slavic groups seem to
have arrived during the ninth century both from the north and the south. Neither the
available linguistic evidence nor the historical records permit any clear delineation of
the various Slavic settlements of different provenance; but it is also not possible to
infer that Slavs came to Transdanubia from only one direction. By contrast, the
upper stratum of that society seems to have consisted of both Slavic and Frankish-
Bavarian elements.

B. A. Rybakov’s study (1978) purporting to outline “the historical fate of the
Proto-Slavs” is a problematic and not overly compelling attempt at chronologizing
the past of the prehistoric Slavs. The paper by the renowned Soviet historian intro-
duces such highly hypothetical notions as the “linguistic forebears of the Slavs”
(presumably from the fifth-third millennia BC), the “pre-Slavs” (protoslavjane, dur-
ing the late third and early second millenia BC), and the “Proto-Slavs” (praslavjane,
from the fifteenth century BC onward). The discussion of references to the Slavs
and their ancestors found in ancient authors and the matching of the ethnonyms of the
Primary Chronicle with specific cultural subtypes also invites critical comment. The
well-known Soviet archeologist V. V. Sedov has contributed two studies, one (1978)
reexamining Slavs and Iranians in ancient times, the other (1980) correlating Slavic
hydronyms and archeological finds in areas with profuse Slavic evidence. Finally,
H. Jakob (1981) focuses on ceramic finds in East Franconia in the context of his and
H. Kunstmann’s recent research on the historical reality behind Samo’s legendary
Slavic state (cf. above, VI.3.).

The perennial controversy about the ethnogenesis of the Slavs and the origin of the
Slavic languages has again yielded some significant studies. Thus, the late F. P.
Filin (1972) continued his inquiry into the origin of Slavic, viewing this phenomenon
against its general IE background, including the issue of the emergence of the Indo-
Europeans. Discussing further the relationship of Slavic to other IE language
groups, the Soviet scholar also reassessed the contribution of other disciplines, such
as paleobotany, paleozoology, paleoclimatology, and, of course, archeology. As
for the controversial issue of the location of the Slavic protohome, Filin adhered to
the southeastern hypothesis, placing the original homeland of the Slavs somewhere
between the mid-Dnieper and the mid-Vistula. He considered the seventh-eighth
centuries to be the upper limit for the disintegration of CS, rather than the tenth-early
thirteenth centuries as sometimes claimed on the basis of the chronology of the jer-
fall and related sound shifts. In a subsequent study (1980), the same linguist reiter-
ated his view of the direct lineage of CS from Late PIE (i.e., without an intermediate
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Balto-Slavic stage) and of Proto-Russian (or Early East Slavic) as uniformly
stemming from CS (that is, without any admixture of other, notably West Slavic,
elements). In particular, Filin in this study polemicizes with the ethno- and glotto-
genetic theories propounded in recent years by G. A. Xaburgaev (cf. also Shevelov
1982). Three further studies—Zastérovd 1975, Popowska-Taborska 1981, and
Bernstejn 1981 —rather review current research germane to the ethnogenesis of the
Slavs, urging closer cooperation among disciplines, but are not genuinely original
contributions to the field.

Some Polish scholars continue to maintain that the original homeland of the Slavs
should be sought in a relatively western region. Thus, M. Rudnicki (1977) reiter-
ated some of his previous views and responded to some of the criticism leveled
against his 1959/61 book Prasfowiariszczyzna. He still attempts to locate the Slavic
protohome somewhere on the southern coast of the Baltic, between the Pregel River
and the western boundary of Mecklenburg, or, in other words, roughly between
Kaliningrad (Ko6nigsberg) and Liibeck. J. Nalepa (1973) also attempts to corro-
borate his previous view of the western, or northwestern, protohome of the Slavs.
Still considering the original home of the Indo-Europeans to have been in Europe,
somewhere around the mid-Danube (cf. similarly also Trubacev 1982, reported on
below), the author assumes an early migration of a part of the IE population towards
the north, following the recession of the continental ice (c. 4000 BC). He assumes a
first tripartite division of that northern ethnic complex into a pre-Slavic, a pre-Baltic,
and an unspecified third group, the latter distinguished by river names in -apa (cf. H.
Krahe’s and W. P. Schmid’s “Old European” hydronymy). Nalepa considers the
Elbe basin, the Baltic shore, and the Central European mountain ranges to mark the
original boundaries of the pre-Balto-Slavic territory. He further attributes the ori-
ginal split into Balts and Slavs roughly along the Middle and Lower Vistula to unex-
plained causes, and holds that the emergence of East and South Slavic was a result of
subsequent migrations of the early Slavs. He thus rejects the notion that a region
roughly coinciding with the West Ukraine could have been the protohome of the
Slavs, given its claimed Baltic and Iranian ethnicity as corroborated by hydronymic
data. W. Mariczak’s recent book, Praojczyzna Stowian (1981), also seems to sup-
port the overall view that the original homeland of the Slavs must have been situated
along the Oder and Vistula rivers.

A different point of view was propounded some time ago by H. Birnbaum
(1973a), who was inclined to place the Slavic protohome further to the southeast,
possibly up to, or even beyond, the mid-Dnieper. It was claimed that such a view
could be supported by new evidence of close Slavic-Iranian linguistic ties
(particularly as set forth by Z. Golab). This assumption is not necessarily contra-
dicted by the well-established early Slavic-Germanic contacts (cf. for details on the
latter also Birnbaum 1983a). The protohome of the Slavs was viewed by W. P.
Schmid (1975) as tantamount to a new area of settlement by a population only then
clearly identifiable as Slavs (but coming from what subsequently were Baltic lands).
Schmid bases his conception primarily on lexical and onomastic data. In particular,
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some common nouns and their cognates were reexamined here in terms of their spa-
tial distribution as evidenced in “Old European” hydronymy. His former student, J.
Udolph, in a paper (1979b), which is basically a by-product of his well researched
dissertation (1979a, discussed below), highlights the major facets of his own view of
the original homeland of the Slavs. Udolph places it somewhere in present-day
southern Poland and the westernmost part of the Ukraine, i.e., historical Galicia in
the broad sense. He also sketches the subsequent migrations of the Slavs, toward
the Dnieper, down the Vistula and Oder Rivers, as well as across the Carpathians,
here following two main routes.

Udolph’s views concerning the Slavic protohome find general support in Gotab
1983. The latter assumes the final dissolution of the PIE linguistic community to
have taken place c. 3000-2500 BC, and that a transitional Balto-Slavic community
existed up to ¢. 1000 BC, after which the Proto-Slavs proper (separate from the
Proto-Balts) emerged. The starting point of the Pre-Slavs is said to be the Upper
Don basin from where (beginning c. 2500 BC) they gradually moved southwest,
along the parkland belt. This movement brought the Pre-Slavs, at this point moving
together with the Pre-Balts, to the mid-Dnieper (the original Slavic name of the
Dnieper is assumed to have been Dunaj—but cf. Trubacev 1982) and Volynia re-
gions. Here the previously close contacts with the Pre-Balts loosened, thus crystal-
lizing the Proto-Slavs (in the Kiev and Volynia regions). Early expansion by the
Proto-Slavs further to the west occurred across the Western Bug and into the Vistula
basin (Vistula = *Vistla, here considered a river name of Slavic origin!), and was
perhaps due to the blocking of any southeast expansion by the Scythian invasion of
the Pontic area (c. 700 BC). Gotab postulates early contacts and cultural-linguistic
exchange with Late PIE groups, especially Pre-Aryans, later with Iranians and west-
ern (centum, “Central European”, i.e., Italo-Celtic) groups, in which Proto-Balts did
not participate. The author further considers a possible earlier pre-Armenian sub-
stratum (somewhere in the present Ukraine), and a later West IE (centum) substratum
(in today’s Poland). The argumentation is based primarily on linguistic considera-
tions but, obviously, takes geographic facts into account as well. It excludes,
however, archeological findings, which are independently called upon to corroborate
or disprove the linguistic evidence. Nevertheless, according to Golab, it is the lin-
guistic evidence which should be accorded primary significance in solving this diffi-
cult and complex problem.

Various aspects of the early Slavic migrations and of the regions reached by them
were the topic of a number of other studies published in the last decade or so. Thus,
O. N. Trubacev (1979a) identified the earliest attestation of the ethnonym for the
Slavs in Iranian as rendered in a Greek source (Herodotus), and pointed to the pre-
Slavic (Scythian, i.e., Iranian) source of some Early Slavic hydronyms. B.
Strumins’ky (1979/80) again addressed the old question of whether the Antes were
indeed Slavs, or more precisely, early Eastern Slavs. Based on “Antian” personal
names found in historical sources (but not on the ethnonym Antes itself), the author
concludes that they were probably Pontic (i.e., Black Sea) Goths, ancestors of the
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Crimean Goths, attested as late as the mid-sixteenth century. This view is contrary
to that expressed by S. Rospond, who, in a more traditional fashion, considered
Antes to refer to a Slavic ‘ethnic group’. The question of the Antes was further dis-
cussed by N. G. Samsonov (1973), who adheres to the standard view that the Antes
were, in fact, the ancestors of the Eastern Slavs. For a critical evaluation of this last
work, see Lunt 1975.

Focusing on the significance of the Avars for the expansion of the Slavs in the ear-
ly Middle Ages, W. H. Fritzer (1979) points out that it was not only external
factors—for example, the collapse of the state of the Huns in the mid-fifth century
and the establishment of the Avar realm centered in Hungary in the 560s—that were
crucial here, but internal demographic processes among the Slavs as well. The
author demonstrates the full complexity and the spatial diversification of the Slavic-
Avar symbiosis alternating between cooperation and confrontation. It is also sug-
gested that the Avar advances toward the Frankish Empire (in the 580s and *90s)
were not intended to extend Avar dominion toward the west, and therefore did not
cause the settlement of the Slavs east of the Saale River in Germany. Rather, the
author claims that the Sorbs were settled there by the Franks to protect the empire’s
eastern flank after the withdrawal of a number of Germanic groups. 1. A.
Duridanov (1978) discussed the Slavic settlement of Lower Moesia and the Haemus
region of the Balkan Peninsula on the basis of toponymic data. Only indirectly re-
lated to the outer limits of the Slavic expansion is a paper by V. N. Toporov (1980),
discussing the ethnonym galint (reflected in OR goljadn) as signaling the periphery
of the Baltic settlement.

A few recent studies add further to our knowledge about the westward expansion
of the Slavs. Among them is a monograph by G. Osten (1978), which comments on
traces of Slavic settlement in the region of the farthest westward advance of the
Slavs, namely, west and south of the Lower Elbe (for a review, see Carsten 1980).
The westward migration into Central Europe, assuming the Slavic protohome to have
been located in the forest zone of Eastern Europe, was studied from an archeological
vantage point by K. Godlowski (1979). J. Werner (1981) offered some archeolog-
ically founded remarks on the northwestern portion of the Slavic settlement area in
the fourth-sixth centuries AD.

General problems of Slavic toponymy and hydronymy, including methodological
questions as well as substantive issues, were discussed in a number of studies by S.
Rospond (1974/76, 1975, and 1979). The first of these is an ambitious attempt at a
comprehensive description of Slavic toponymic stratigraphy (shortly to appear also
in a German version) and synthesizes much of the Polish scholar’s previous work in
the field. Here the author focuses on formational problems (including their chronol-
ogy); cf. also his study on the suffix -ynja in toponymy (Rospond 1978). Rich in
factual data, some of Rospond’s etymologies and findings, tending to maximize the
genuinely Slavic share, remain nonetheless quite controversial. The subsequent
study reexamines primarily a number of CS and Early Slavic phonological develop-
ments on the basis of onomastic data, and the most recent contribution focuses on
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topographic terminology as reflected in geographic names.

The evolution of formational types of Slavic toponyms, partly tracing them back
to CS sources, is also the topic of a paper by I. Lutterer (1971). E. Eichler (1972)
offers a general discussion of the main areal divisions of Slavic in light of onomas-
tics. Among other things, the East German scholar suggests that the great number of
East Slavic-West Slavic agreements (even larger than hitherto known, as will be
shown in future topo- and hydronymic research) merely represent a shared CS inheri-
tance. A number of Early Slavic lexical relics mirrored in Slavic toponymy and hy-
dronymy were also discussed by E. Dickenmann (1980a), and J. Udolph (1980) elu-
cidated some previously obscure etymologies on the basis of hydro- and toponymic
evidence.

Onomastic data also provide Udolph (1981a) with a clue in disentangling the com-
plex stratigraphy of the Lower Vistula valley and delta area. The German scholar
was able to ascertain that no Finno-Ugric substratum, as has been occasionally
claimed, can be identified in the region; that the earliest local toponymy reflects the
“Old European” hydronymy, applicable also to the name of the Vistula itself; and
that this “Old European” layer was subsequently gradually superseded by a Baltic
substratum which in turn was overlaid by roughly simultaneous Germanic (German)
and Slavic (Polish and Pomeranian) settlements. Udolph thus refutes the view held
by many Polish researchers that the area investigated was part, or even formed the
‘core, of the Slavic protohome (cf. above). Udolph’s (1981b) study on the land-
taking of the Eastern Slavs, in light of onomastic evidence, first discusses some
near-synonymous lexemes and subsequently arrives at a new understanding of the
chronological details of the East Slavic expansion: 1) circumvention of the Pripet
Marshes; 2) after reaching the Belorussian hills, a northward migration toward Lakes
Peipus and II’men’; 3) bifurcation of the migratory movement north of Lake II’'men’,
partly towards the north (Karelia) and partly towards the east (Upper Volga basin and
adjoining regions); 4) continued eastward migration along the Volga; 5) branching
expansion in northern and southern directions, mostly following the larger rivers.

A recent study by Udolph (1982) of Slavic designations for ‘salmon’ identifies
losos’ as the most significant among them. He sees in the diffusion of this name of
the salmon no contradiction to his general hypothesis concerning the earliest settle-
ment of the Slavs on the northern slopes of the Carpathians (between Zakopane and
the Bukovina) and adjoining territories north and northeast thereof. Evidence for
this view is seen in the river-name Lososina, derived from the Slavic word for
’salmon,’ and found in the region of the Dunajec, a tributary to the Upper Vistula
(cf. below, on Udolph 1979a).

In Udolph 1981c, the author establishes that in North Slavic toponymy and hy-
dronymy there are attested names derivable from common nouns now found only in
South Slavic. He argues that these geographic names must have originated in a lan-
guage which possessed the items subsequently yielding the South Slavic common
nouns. This language can be assumed to have been (Late) CS. The occurrence of
the names in question shows a high degree of density in the Ukraine and southern
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Poland. Further research will have to corroborate the surmise that this area is there-
fore identical with the protohome of the Slavs. In this context the onomastic
evidence examined, based on common nouns no longer attested (or productive) in
East and West Slavic, can be considered crucial for solving the thorny question.

Two studies by H. Jakob (1979 and 1980) make a contribution towards identifying
some place names connected with the military exploits of the semi-legendary ruler
Samo (cf. also above, VI.3.). R. Kati¢i¢ (1980) discusses the earliest Slavic
evidence in the northern Italian region of Friul, adding to the elucidation of the earli-
est Slavic-Romance (or Slavic-Late Latin) linguistic contacts. J. Zaimov (1976a)
approaches Bulgarian toponymic data as mirroring Early Slavic (CS and OCS) lexi-
cal items. Further, A. A. Beleckij (1980) reviews some major problems of Slavic
toponymy in Greece during the early period spanning the sixth/seventh through fif-
teenth centuries. In particular, he considers a number of names containing terrain
designations. While the study just mentioned is broad in scope, both as regards
space and time, P. Malingoudis (1981) focuses instead on the terrain designations in
a microregion of Greece—Mani in the Peloponnesus—providing us with an in-depth
analysis. He is thus able to add substantially to, and partly correct, some of the rele-
vant findings reported in M. Vasmer’s classic Die Slaven in Griechenland. His
study sheds new light on the Slavic settlement in southern Greece and the subsequent
re-Hellenization of the area. Only marginally pertinent to the Slavic ethnonymy of
Greece is Z. Stieber’s note on the Polish village name Mlgdz (located near Warsaw),
which he associates with the Slavic tribe of the Milingi in Greece, mentioned in the
mid-tenth century by Constantine Porphyrogenitus (Stieber 1972a). The author ten-
tatively suggests that a Late CS ethnic group, reconstructed as Mblgdzi, underlies
both the Slavic tribal name in Greece and the Polish toponym (< sg. *mblgdzb).

J. Udolph’s Studien zu den slavischen Gewdssernamen und Gewdsserbe-
zeichnungen (1979a) is a major contribution to Slavic hydronymy with significant re-
percussions also for the prehistory of the Slavs. The material is here divided into
common names attested in all three groups of Slavic, and hydronyms derived from
them. The same principle of organization is then repeated for attestations in East
and West Slavic, East and South Slavic, and West and South Slavic, respectively.
Finally, common nouns attested in only one of the three branches of Slavic are anal-
yzed. Further sections treat word and name formation; the problem of Illyrian,
Thracian, and Dacian hydro- and toponyms; as well as the significance of the data
examined for the early history of Slavic and of the Slavs. As mentioned previously,
Udolph places the protohome of the Slavs on the northern foothills of the Carpathians
(from the Tatra in the west to the Bukovina in the east), dating the settlement in that
original homeland to before 500 AD. (The essentially similar views in Gotab 1983
regarding the location of the Slavic protohome were discussed above.) Subsequently,
Udolph sketches the Slavic migrations towards the east, west, and south (for some
details discussed in Udolph 1981b, cf. also above) and discusses the Slavic evidence
as it relates to “Old European” hydronomy. The German scholar is skeptical with
regard to the assumed existence of a Balto-Slavic ethnic and linguistic unity, opting
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rather—along lines once proposed by A. Meillet—for an early parallel development
and mutual influence. With his former teacher, W. P. Schmid, he sees the original
Baltic area as central to “Old European,” the latter viewed as a major component of
Late PIE. For assessments of Udolph’s cogent findings, see Eichler 1980,
Dickenmann 1980b, Brauer 1981, Leeming 1982, and Schelesniker 1982. Specific
problems of Slavic and Baltic (as well as Finno-Ugric) hydronymy were further dis-
cussed by P. Arumaa (1977a and 1977b), concerned with, among other things, deri-
vational problems.

Anthroponymic evidence was recently discussed by, among others, G. Schlimpert
(1978), investigating Slavic personal names recorded in medieval German sources;
for some evaluations, see Sramek 1979 and Wenzel 1979. Anthroponymic material
was also scrutinized by H. Birnbaum (1975), discussing dialectal Late CS names at-
tested in distorted form in two Old Bavarian-Latin texts. The same author
(Birnbaum 1977a) takes Jasomir, contained in the Austrian term Jasomirgott, as the
point of departure for a further discussion of the original diffusion of the ancestors of
the modern Slovenes. He comments here also on some pertinent issues of Late CS
dialectology.

Finally, in vindicating the Kiev Folia (generally considered the earliest continuous
Slavic text, but recently again questioned as to its authenticity) Birnbaum (1981a)
speculates further on the possible protographs of this highly archaic text. He con-
cludes that the extant text, whatever its precise provenence, is best viewed as a hy-
brid reflection of several Late CS dialects.

Several studies treated earlier in this report bear also on the issues considered in
the present section. Concerning CS consonantism as it is reflected in onomastic da-
ta, see Rospond 1977 (cf. I1.4.). Onomastic evidence is also relevant to two papers,
Taszycki 1972 and Pohl 1973, primarily concerned with deriviation (cf. I11.3.). Of
lexicological studies, a number of contributions are relevant here: Gotab 1977 (cf.
V.1.); Rudnicki 1971, Gérnowicz 1972, Maher 1973 and 1974, Trubalev 1974,
Gotgb 1975a, and 1982, Mare§ 1977, and Shapiro 1982a (all dealing with lexical se-
mantics; cf. V.3.). Finally, several publications treated in previous sections of this
chapter but of interest also here should be mentioned: Trubacev 1977 (cf. VI.1.);
Kronsteiner 1976, 1977 and 1978, Kunstmann 1979a, 1979b, 1980, 1981a and
1981b, Eichler 1981, and Kurkina 1981 (all concerned with the disintegration of CS
or its dialects; cf. VI.3.).

In concluding this bibliographic survey of the 1970s and early 1980s, reference
ought to be made to an important recent contribution pertinent to a number of contro-
versial issues discussed in this last section. In a necessarily sketchy and somewhat
speculative study, O. N. Trubacev (1982) offers an extremely wide-ranging and
fresh look at a whole set of problems germane to the prehistory of the Slavs. In his
paper, the author treats the ethnogenesis of the Slavs, their original homeland
(including previous views expressed on the subject), and the prehistoric contacts be-
tween emerging and early Slavs and other ethnolinguistic groups. He bases his dis-
cussion on linguistic—essentially, etymological and onomastic—evidence. In so
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doing, Trubacev is highly critical of certain concepts and approaches, including
some of the recently advanced suggestions by W. P. Schmid and J. Udolph.
Trubacev’s essay is so rich in terms of data as well as new or revived ideas and in-
terpretations that only a summary of its chief tenets can be provided here.

From a methodological point of view, Trubacev objects to the very notion of pro-
tohome (or original homeland, R prarodina, G Urheimat, not to mention cradle).
He points out that, in most instances, this is merely a makeshift term for
identifying—or searching for—the area of the earliest ascertainable settlement of a
given ethnolinguistic group. To be sure, the Soviet scholar himself subsequently
uses such terms as praindoevropejskij areal or praslavjanskoe lingvoetniceskoe
prostranstvo, not substantially different from ‘IE protohome’ or ‘original homeland
of the Slavs.’” What is more, he also occasionally resorts to the notion of prarodina,
in spite of his own initial objection to that term. He further points out that any at-
tempt to identify the name Dunaj with the Dnieper (as was proposed by K.
Moszytiski and more recently by Z. Golab; see above) is doomed, as is any attempt
to equate the name of th Danube with, or to derive it from, a common noun meaning
‘puddle,’ ‘sea’ (PIE *dhou-na). At the outset Trubacev recalls the East Slavic tradi-
tion, echoed in the Primary Chronicle, that the Slavs originated in the (mid-)Danube
region. If accepted at face value, this would make their subsequent advent in the
North Balkans a mere Reconquista of sorts. This point is subsequently elaborated
on.

In his criticism of the protohome notion Trubacev also introduces the related but
nevertheless different concept of land-taking (experienced, e.g., by Hungarians and
Icelanders). He scrutinizes the idea that restricted space in an original area of settle-
ment by a specific population might lead to resettlement. This explanation is re-
jected in favor of a more dynamic concept, allowing for early convergence, substra-
tum phenomena, and interpenetration (as, incidentally, previously suggested by N.
S. Trubeckoj, B. V. Gornung, V. K. Zuravlev, H. Birnbaum, and others). Also,
Trubadev rightly remarks that the notion of early prehistoric linguistic homogeneity
vs. subsequent dialectal differentiation is a fiction. As a rule, such perception
derives from the fact that only relatively late preliterate dialectal features of a recon-
structed protolanguage can actually be retrieved (again, a methodological considera-
tion previously voiced, with regard to CS, by Zuravlev and Birnbaum, among oth-
ers). This is consistent with the realization that prehistoric linguistic evolution does
not necessarily imply only, or even primarily, divergence, that is, a development
from uniformity to manifoldness (as implied by the metaphor of the genealogical
tree). Rather, linguistic evolution is usually additionally characterized by conver-
gence, suggesting a merger of many into fewer languages or dialects.

Concerned with problems of methodology, the Soviet linguist then discusses how
we ought to conceive of CS—as a living language once spoken in the past or a mere
abstract, consistent (‘‘non-contradictory”) linguistic model? He opts, naturally, for
the former. Trubacev also criticizes the “method of exclusion,” i.e., any attempt to
identify areas of alleged “pure” topo- and hydronymy, without consideration of any
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sub-, ad-, or superstrata normally present. Such “pure” zones (at one time assumed,
in the case of Slavic, for the region of the Pripet Marshes) do not in fact exist.
Additionally, Trubacev offers some persuasive remarks concerning the density of
onomastic data of a particular linguistic type as well as regarding the mobility,
caused by the dynamics of ethnic migrations, of early areas of settlement. Thus, for
example, the northern sub-Carpathian territory, tentatively delineated by Udolph,
can, according to Trubacev, at most be considered one of the regions settled by the
earliest Slavs, but not the unqualified entirety of their protohome.

Trubadev subsequently proceeds to examine the relationship of Slavic and Baltic,
the agreements and differences between the two language groups, and their various
interpretations. In particular, the notion of Slavic being somehow derived from
Baltic or a (western) portion thereof is reexamined and discarded. Among differ-
ences in the phonological evolution of the two branches of IE, TrubaCev notes both
the thorough reshaping of orignial ablaut alternations in Baltic without an equivalent
modification in Slavic, more conservative in this respect, and the different treatment
of PIE k’ (> Baltic §, CS ¢ > 5). The Soviet linguist obviously does not consider the
possiblity of CS s here going back to § (as attested in Baltic and some other IE lan-
guage families). Rather, he assumes a pre-Slavic transitional stage ¢ (= ts) with
further deaffrication to s. For the verb, the Soviet linguist considers Slavic more ar-
chaic than Baltic (cf. now esp. Ivanov 1981a), as, in general, he is not inclined to as-
sign to Baltic a markedly more archaic character than that assumed for Slavic.

Whereas in late prehistoric times the Balts can be found in the Upper Dnieper re-
gion, Trubadev posits relatively close ties between pre- or Proto-Baltic and Early IE
of the East Balkan (Daco-Thracian) area for a considerably earlier period (3rd mil-
lennium BC) without any participation of pre-Slavic or PS. As for the emergence of
a distinctly CS (PS) linguistic type, Trubalev is less concerned with, or able to indi-
cate, even an approximate time span for that process since he is anxious to view CS
as directly derived from PIE (i.e., not via an intermediate Balto-Slavic stage). Inits
earliest phase, the Soviet scholar localizes PS somewhere in Central Europe, and
more precisely on the mid-Danube. He argues, on the basis of linguistic evidence,
that it had relatively close contacts with Italic (as deducible from Latin evidence)
and, probably somewhat later, also with Germanic, but not with Baltic.
Subsequently, the Slavs seem to have spread east- and northwards, establishing con-
tact with the Illyrians (later found in the West Balkans). Although few, the well-
identified centum elements in Slavic (cf. CS *korva or kdrva ‘cow’) point to ties with
Celtic tribes (cf. Celt carvos, caravos ‘stag’).

The early Balts seem to have participated initially in the trade link along the famed
“amber route.” Clearly, the Baltic element played a major role in the “Old European”
hydronymy, posited by H. Krahe and subsequently elaborated upon by W. P.
Schmid and J. Udolph, in particular. It was not, however, its only original or neces-
sarily even most central component (as was proposed by Schmid and accepted by
Udolph). Probably only in the second half of the first millennium BC were closer
ties established between Balts and Slavs, resulting in many secondary conformities
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in phonology, grammatical structure, and vocabulary. As Trubacev hastens to point
out, however, Slavic was also part of the “Old European” hydronymy as evinced,
particularly, by a number of hydronyms that Slavic shared with other IE languages.

Concerning the origins of the Proto-Indo-Europeans as a whole, Trubalev is in-
clined to seek them, relying mostly on earlier scholarship but supported by some
strong new arguments, in Europe—though obviously not in northern Europe, co-
vered by glaciers right up to the end of the Ice Age. This view contrasts with the
view, embraced, especially in recent years, by linguists (e.g., T. V. Gamkrelidze,
V. V. Ivanov, W. Lehmann) and archeologists (e.g., M. Gimbutas), that these ori-
gins were in Asia (or easternmost Europe). What is rather generally accepted,
however, is the secondary Indo-Europeanization of Anatolia, despite the fact of ear-
ly, Hittite evidence. For methodological reasons stated at the outset, Trubacev does
not wish to point to any specific subregion in Europe as the actual center of the earli-
est IE settlement. He nonetheless believes the core of this area to have been some-
where in the mid-Danube basin, with adjacent territories in the Balkans, on the one
hand, and the right-bank Ukraine, on the other. In the same general core area on the
Danube, then, the Soviet scholar also locates the earliest ascertainable homeland of
the Proto-Slavs.

From this original region the Slavs would have spread to the northwest (forming
the predecessors of the Western Slavs), the northeast (yielding the Eastern Slavs, and
in both instances crossing the Carpathian Mountains), and south (crystallizing into
the Southern Slavs, implying only relatively short-distance migrations). This, of
course, is the most revolutionizing aspect of Trubatev’s whole conception, putting
the point of origin for the Slavs right back where the Primary Chronicle claimed it to
have been. He thus rules out the possibility of a western (“autochthonic”) first
homeland in present-day Poland—where the Slavs instead are, according to this
view, arrivals from the south!—and also severly limits the possibility of locating the
Slavic protohome further to the east or even southeast (essentially between the
Western Bug, Dniester and mid-Dnieper).

Referring to his earlier (equally unorthodox, if less wide-ranging) hypothesis that
the Sorbs and their language(s) were secondarily “occidentalized,” Trubaev now
proposes that the bulk of the Sorbian population came to their present—or rather,
previous, more widespread—territories (between the Saale and Nysa/Neisse Rivers)
from the south (cf. the recent view of Schuster-Sewc 1982, accounted for above,
VIL.3.). Commenting on the Slavic onomastic evidence of the mid-Danubian region,
the Soviet linguist notices the relative and gradual increase in its anthroponymy and,
thereafter, also ethnonymy. The Slavic anthroponymy and ethnonymy being of rel-
atively late date in this area, TrubaCev now suggests that the self-designation Slovéne
did not yet exist during the Slavs’ presence on the banks of the Danube. The
Sclaveni referred to by writers of the Byzantine period are mentioned, as are the
more peripheral Veneti/Venedi and Antes/Anti. Trubacev then tries to show, on the
basis of a number of topo- and hydronyms, that pre-Hungarian Pannonia, including
however also Transylvania, had a much denser Slavic population than previously
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thought.

It seems, according to Trubacev, that it was Celtic tribes, spreading during ap-
proximately the middle of the first millennium BC into these territories and as far as
the western Ukraine, that ulitmately pushed the Slavs northwards (and probably also
westwards) into what came to be Polish—or more generally Lekhitic—lands along
the Vistula and other rivers farther to the west and northwest. It was presumably at
this time that Slavic absorbed some of its few but striking centum-marked lexemes
(cf. above). The Celts, attested by their ethnonym Volcae (etymologically meaning
‘wolves;’ cf. CS vblk® and also the SC anthroponym Vuk), seem also to hide behind
Herodotus’ enigmatic Neuroi, frequently identified with the earliest Slavs.
Evidence for this is said to be the Celtic tribe Nervii in Gaul; but cf. also the name
Galicia, with cognates encountered both north of the Carpathians and in northern
Spain, and related to Gaul, Lat Gallia, and Galatia. Trubacev then dwells on the
contacts between the Slavs of the right-bank Ukraine and the Iranians (having shown
in a previous study that some significant Iranian loanwords of Slavic are restricted to
West Slavic) as well as between these Slavs and elements of the Indo-Aryan (Old
Indic) ethnolinguistic group, forming part of Greater Scythia. Thus the Slavic
theonym *Svarogs may have a direct counterpart only in Skt svargd- ‘sky, heaven.’
Possibly of Old Indic, rather than Iranian, origin is further the ethnonym *skrbi (later
a designation for both the Sorbians and the Serbs), while Iranian provenience re-
mains the most likely for #xBrvati (‘Croats’); but cf. also Golab 1982.

Trubacev concludes with a note on the earliest towns of the Slavs, which, as we
now know thanks to archeological finds, can be dated back to the sixth century, if not
earlier, rather than only to the tenth century AD. Thus it can be shown, for exam-
ple, that Kiev—or rather its predecessor—in addition to having been known under
that name (Kyevs), also had a second name, Sgvods (Samvatds in Constantine
Porphyrogenitus; cf. the extant hydronym Suvid). This second name originally
denoted the confluence of the Dnieper and the Desna Rivers, but was soon lost as a
toponym.

Trubacev’s important contribution to the prehistory of the Slavs is founded on a
comprehensive, yet imaginative reexamination of the available linguistic data and
existing hypotheses. This rather condensed account of the Soviet linguist’s recent
work was given here as a telling example of the many exciting avenues open to future
research even at the present stage of our knowledge and methodological sophistica-
tion.
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