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-outllned a new framework for the reconstructxon of the '

, . , ‘ .
fn bhis‘diSSerQLtlon}ls’proposed a new framevork forj;,
reconatruotino'the erolutlon of the CS nominal”declensional
?stem, w1th part1cu1ar attenf1on to the role wh1ch ‘the
*+-li-stems may have played w\l i |

Thxs dszertat1on falls 1nto three parts,

~ . : . J.A

I <I) A dlscussion of the IE backgropnd in-whidh is

1

l:nOm;nalfsystem.eAlso, a brref rev;ew oﬁ some of‘the relevant =

_ literature on the *-U-stem declension in CS is otfered.\f-

.

T

II) Prob!Ems caused by the proposed framework. In.

eprevxous d1scussions of CS nomxnal morphology heavy relxance7

m”has been placed on Auslaut'

esetze (sound changes pecu11ar to;,_’

.*7]vAﬁthe fxnal syllable). In th1s study, however, an- attempt has

gfgbeen made to dlspense vxth Auslagﬁgesetze and seek

o Trf“morpholog1cal (1 e., analoglcal) solutlons for the relevant

3f;problems. In sectzoh A a theoretlcal framework for the L

"*_}proposed solhtzons 13 dxscussed 1n some detazl and 1“

"*~aect1ons B C and D the role played by thdw*-u-stems 15'”
fdescrxbed Sectxons E F G, and H deal thh other forms for}';e_‘

tﬁah1ch Au81autgesetz have been proposed and 1n each .>¢'f"'



s " .. . rJ'w
1n3tance an alternat1ve explanatxon ig offered

"

o III) The evolutmn of the %-u- stem endmgs in the -
‘modern Slavxc languages. In these fmal sectxons the
attested development 6£ undlSputed s-i-stem endings is
outlmed Sbme ﬁperallels between the reconstruct)ed

| prehzstonc developments and the attested developments are

'» notedn
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1. The Indo-European background

A. Introduction - assumptions underlying the proposed

reconstructions

1) Problems with general reconstruction.

The Slavic langﬁages have been attested in written form
for just under a thousand ‘years. During that time it can be
seen that they have undergone vast and far-reaching
phonological, morphological, and syntactic chanées.

Since we know that human language has been on this
earth much longer than a thousand years, ﬁ%wever, it seems
reasonable to assume that the languages attested-in tRese
earliest texts are themselves the products of 1ohg,
complicated evolutions. ) .

Actually tracing these gvolutions is far more
difficult. The problem is compounded by the fact that even
the languages attested in early texts are usually "dead",
and so analysis of the text (which is often faulty, see
especially Schmalstieg 1974: 15 and 1976a: 102) becomes an
exercise in reconstruction in itself. |

| If we have no texts (gs frequently happens), and the
existence of the previous stage of,thexlanguaqg is mereiy

inferred, we are forced to rely on a combination of the

lelowingE



—

i) Comparative evidence from related laﬁguages which .
can shed light on certain perlems. . -
| E.g., the presence of a "j" in certgié,&érms in Russian
(HoBasa) is one of the pieces of evidence wbiéh'helps us to

reconstruct one in the angestors of their Polish cognates

(nowa).'

ii)»Internal reconstruction from morphophonemic
alternations;

E.g., :he existence of a K/C alternation in OCS peko
pecesi is one of the pieces of evidence which allows. us to
feconétruct a change K > C/-FV in CS.

1

iii) Evidence from loanwords.

This evidence is fraught with difficﬁlties, as one must
work with at least two different chronologies and systems>.
simultaneously: thét of the recipient and that of the donor.
E.g., Finnish akkuna - "window" is usually supposed to be a

borrowing ¢from the ancestor of Russian QOKHO < #okuno <

' *akina, and it is usually proposed that the Finnish form.
provides,evidence for the reconstructed sound change CS £3 >

o.

.iv) Evidence from archaic dialects of the language

under stuéy.'

f

E.g., the preservation of a velar spirant in Scots -

'where it has been lost in English (nixt/nait , boxt/boit).



v) Description by contemporary grammarians,
This only exists for a very few languages, but is
extremely helpful in determining coeval pronunciation (e.g.,

0l1d Icelandic, see Haugen 1972). c '\

vi) Evidence from language typology.

Although éEis criterion, like borrowings, is fraught
with difficulty (Schmalstieg 1980: 17-18 and Comrie 1978:
393), it can be invaluable, e.g., the postulation of a PIE ,
sefies :t/t{d instead of the traditional *t/d/dh allows us
to solve atlleaét three previously unrelated cohund;ums (see

Hopper 1973 and 1977, Miller 1977).°

vii) Evidence from geography.

This criterion is of doubtful value in certain
instances, but it can be of assistance in showing areas of
linguistic convergence (e.g., the development of the Balkan
Sprachbund, involving convergence f:dm members of no less
than four IE language families); Dialect geography can also
berf some value in tracing isoglosseé. For further

information, see Anttila 1972: 289-299.

; viii) Fixed oral tradition.

J'Sometimes olderlforms oan_languége can be preseryéd
orally through exceptiohal circumstaﬁCes, e;g.,@thé Féroese
wo;d havtzrdil,.taken down from a rhymevrecorded on Mykiﬁes,*

was established definitely as a native word from this



ev1dence.
» For 2 comprehensive discussion of these problems and
their handling see Priestly 1972, |
Once we have,pioked our way\thtough the maze, we have
no irrefutable proof that we have found the\gorreot
solution; what ve have Gs merely aioollectjon of hypotheses.
The hypothesis,which seems to explain the most, the one
which seems most plausible; islgenerally acoepted. In‘thié '
dissertation ue are trying to solve certain problems in the .
| evolutiog of CS, and to group some of'afe proposed solutione.
as part‘of a wider trendg the. drive to preserve nearly all
the complicatedydiétinotions of number{-gender, aho,ease
inherited from Late IE. It is proposeo-that‘the hfpotheses
advanced explain'the.data morenpomprehensivelyvthantthe
traditiohal theories. | |
But as yet there are no yardst1cks by which one can
¢ judge such competzng hypotheses. The hypbtheses are

constantly comzng under attack as newer ones ate formed and

more evidence comes to lxght. L : S |

D i

2) The example of the laryngeal theo;y.

One example of a battlefleld of competzng hypotheses is
the laryngeal theory In 1879 de Saussure first pub11shed
his conceptlon of certaxn 'coe£f1c1ents sonant1ques 1n an
attempt to explazn certaln apparent 1rregular1t1es in IE

ablaut. In 1927 Kurylowlcz\p01nted out that in the recently



discovered Hittite texts there were older instance
laryngeal consonants which seemed to fit de Saussgure's, = .

1955 Lehmann
»

is almost

reconstructions Much research followed, and b
codld write "...the ev1dence (for the laryngeal
; uncontestable (1955 28). In 1973 however, and again in
1980, Schmalstxeg demonstrated that it was perfectly
possible to'reCOnStruct'a plans}ble phonologicaldsystem‘for
Iﬁ sithoUt reCodrse.to laryngeals athall.,Doubtless this is

by no means the lastaword on thessnbjeCtQ

[P . kS

3) Problems 1h the reconstructlon of I1E declens1on. g

. The reconstructxon of the evolut1on of the CS
declens1ona1 system presents sxm1lar problems. Muoh has been

‘wr1tten on certain contentlous aspects of the subJect
*

.

.~w1thout any sat1sfactory def1n1t1ve conclu51on be1ng
reached It is my bel1ef that certa1n assumptlons have been
\made about the declens1on and certa1n phonologxcal processes
'1n Late IE and early cs wh1ch have caused people to take o
'. erroneous reconstruct1ons as the1r start1ng p01nt. I proposev

: that the reconstruct1ons to be outl1ned in thxs d1ssertatxon

lare JUSt as plausxble as the more trad1t1onal ones,.and

. cla1m as the1r great merxt that they do not need to be

. ; )
explalned by Auslautgesetze (sound changes peculxar to the

'flnal syllable)

I,

At this stage yet another problem should be noted. When ae

ﬁwe d1scuss IE declenszon, we deal with flnal syllables,-



whlch are frequently subJect to. large scale analog1ca1 and

""""

cannot expla1n. o |

Furthermore, it is often proposed that many of the
'»complicated declensional (and'c%njugati nal) systems
attested in Baltic, Slanic, Greek Sansk it; etc. were
acqu1red after PIE had flnally split- up 1nto 1ts var1ous':
dialect continua.* .; ]

It is t@erefore quite probable that ve w111 nd¢ be able
to f1nd exact phgnologlcal correspondences between the

end1ngs of the declenszonal systems of the var1qps languages:’

has we can do w1th the roots. Thus,vwh1le, e. g., the root

’-i*thr- (as found in Skt bharam1, ¢epw, fero, be1r, bero) is

' PIE, the end1ng -umi (wh1ch is attested only 1n Baltlc and
‘Slavxc, e. g., OCS z ) is: not The morphosyntactzc

categorxes themselves do not. correspond ,e. g.,

.~;OCS. R Latln S Gothxc e ‘Sanskr1t .
Nominative Nomlnatzve - Nominative 'Q.Nomxnat1ve;
Vocative Vocative - '~ Vocative =~ Vocative .
Accusative "Accusative . Accusative = Accusative

:Gen1tive . Genitive .  Genitive - Genitive
.- Ablative . = - ' Ablative

.'Datlve -~ Dative ' Dative  ~ Dative ',

~ Instrumental ; ' ~ "+ < .Instrumental.

,Locat1ve',_'9_¢;3;‘ R, RN ;‘erocative D

When one compares the attested IE languages, one can -
: ff;nd dszerent cases used for the same functlon from

'jeelanguage to language. dﬁ .v'“flﬁ‘;lf,g”'filﬁfl

| f For example, the genltfve 1n the OCS *- o stems seems tof‘»
' _fcorrespond to the ablative 1n the Latxn and Sanskrzt, e. g.,,

B el T s



-

vlidka - lupo (<#*- od) - !;53_ In SanSkrit the *-o-stems are
the only noun declen51on that shoVsAa‘distinct ablative N
endlng in the s1ngular. In other noun declens1ons the
ablatlve is the same as the gen1t1ve in the 51ngu1ar. The
ablat1ve never has a dlstlnce form in the plural and dual.®
It seems to be a fd1rly safe assumptlon that the genitive '
usually reconstructed for (P)IE had not fully evolved by the
rt;me that the protolangyage had spl;t up into its var}ous
diaiect COntinua; In’this‘sectiod'reconstructions will be
proposed for ‘only the nom1nat1ve and accusative. Such an

,approach is 51m11ar to that adopted by Lehmann 1958.~

. In subsequent sectlons greater emphasis wxll be placed

on' the reconstructlon of the nom1nat1ve and accusatxve.

DY

1,

4) Assumpt:ons.."°

4

- In attemptxngito reconstruct earl1er stages of the CS
nominal system, certa1n assumpt1ons w111 be made. These w111‘
be of both general and part1cular appl1catlon. The f1rst 15'

| valxd 1n51de and outszde SlaV1C¢ e .
1) The nomlnatlve and accusatxve 51ngular cages, taken :
together, can exert enough pull" on the rest of the system.
to set 1n trazn major morphologlcal reanalyses. Support for
- bracketing these cases together cbmes from the’ fact that

: they are. often merged, espec1ally 1n the plural and duaf

. 0. . o



This assumption is of a more gereral naeure than
subsequegt assumptions, and is essentialefor approaching the
probleme presented in III B aﬁd III'C, | |

A wide viidety of evidenoe seems to Sppport this
proposel. The ancient Gteeks and Romans regarded the

nominative as the basic case (Lat casus rectus). Word-counts

'of Slavic languages have shdwn that each of these two cases
occur more often than/any other one.’ For a cautionary note,
see Maher 1969, where A instance of the’obliqoe cases
exerfing gteater influence oo tpe evolution of the paradigm
/15 c1ted |
Certa1n assumptions have been made wh1ch apply only to
;Slav1c. E
A 3 | , ' | G
'ii) The qualxty of vowels in flnal syllables is not
affected solely by being n word final syllables.
| There is further d1scu551on of thls issue dn II A. The
assumptzon does- not confl1q{ w1th the "law of open ‘
yllables assumed for CS, by which consonants in word flnal‘
p051t10n are lost. . 1t is. proposed here that aII sequences of
#VN(+C) in f1nal p051tlon should develop 1nto CS *YC, unless :
-thls development is thwarted by speciflckmonphological or
wond-specific factors (see 11, where every instance which ‘up
\t111 now has trad1txona11y been explained by an d | |

*Auslautgesetz is explazned by varlous morpholog1cal

‘i,_pnocesses). Auslautgesetze 1s‘taken here‘tovmean’A

developments of -nasal sonants and vowels;fitedoéé‘not apply

L4
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to phenomena such as the loss of\final obstruents, which can -
be seen as resulting from syllable-final rather than
word-final position. "

% ‘\\
\
\\

iii) The vowel written normally as\gs *a (Shevelov's®

' did not undergo fronting when it fonowed\"a\"j", whereas the
vowel written .n'ormally a;! *a (Shevelov's‘& did undergo such

a front1ng ‘This proposed development is not an

Auslautgesetz, it is reconstructed for all p051t10ns in the

[}

word. This assumptlon is made on the basis of the following

facts: if%

iii a) The sequence'*;jér is extremely. common in
‘-declens;onal'endings in Slavic (see espeCially I1 C and II
D). | | |

iii ﬂ) The sequence *ja- can be recOnstrﬁctedbin,
internal posifion as well, e.gs, the suffix +-janinu."*

iii ) The vowel *3 iS"normally assumed‘to have been-

-tense, whereas the vowel *a 1s assumed to have been +tense.

Tense vowels would be less prone to frontzng 1n th1s

1nstance.- | i“ e
1ii 8) CS =*é. shxfts to *a after f;é,§ﬁ and j,'e.g},,-

| T S e

: _cadu < tcedu < tkedu, bezat1 < *bezet1<<,abege+t1 *stojati

A

Y

- < sgta jét "< *sta]et1. e T ﬁgc'

Posszbly the change developed e1ther as a) ja- >
'*‘Je’!izﬁfJaf,'or as b) *—Ja > %= Ja- > *-ga (no change)

‘ 1Wthheverawayfthe change,proceeded 1t would have been
simultaneous;vith‘the folloying:rc)ptfjgf > g-;e—,> *-JE‘;

o .
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This;assumption is important for handling the data in
II ¢, 11 D, and II G.

iv) The'¥4m posited as an accusative singular ending
for almost all,nou?s in PIE was added only to non-ng{fer
+-(j)o-stems and *-(j)a-stems in CS. For details, see I B:

"v) Nouns and adjectives of the s-u-stem class were more .
. numerous in Slavic than is generall§‘believed. For details,

P
See I Ce' ' -

vi). Slav1c shows a. marked tendency to preserve many of
- the 1nher1ted compllcated nomxnal categor1es, whlle most
_ other EIE language families show a tendency to d1scard them.
&~For detalls, see II A. ': o
v11) PIE. had an ergatzve/absolutlve constructxon> For

details, see’ 1 B.

% ) . . RN : "-‘_»y

A

5):Summa£1 ahd chart gﬁ'the proposed recohstiuCtions;

i) A Summary”of theeevolutionvof‘partiof.:he‘CS‘caseQ‘

' . system. -

At th1s p01nt follows a summary of ﬁhe 1mportant  ?;J:

a reconstruct1ons ;o be proposed and dlscussed Th1s summaty



1M
.is given here for reference, and the indiv;dual points
raised will be discussed in detail in II B, II C, and II D.
Thexsummary takes the form of a table, in which the neuter
+-jo-stems are omitted.

-

<

Stage I: CcS/Late NIE (already split up.by various

Lo

¥ ¢
isoglosses).
. ‘Stems
| -0 (m})*-5 (m.) s-a (£.)*-j6  ~ a«%-ja  *-& (n.)~
‘ o (m.) (f.) ° ‘
NQS; -u-s -3-s -é4¢ -ja-s -Ja 9 - -a-e
A.S. -u-¢ -a-m -a-m . -ja-m ° ~ja-m -a-¢
N.PL.  -di-es -a-s -a-s -ja-s -ja-s ':§-¢
A.PL.  -u-s -a-ns -a-ns -ja-ns -ja-ns -a-g
Notes : o
a) Vowels were’ probably short before *- ns., o # ‘ﬂ§

) ﬁ) Note the heavy functlonal load carr1ed by the nasals
‘land the *- "S. SIav1c 1s the only 1E- language to lose both of : 
Vthese elements in f1na1 pos1txon and preserve 1ts case

:,system,qalthough“the ‘pasal is :eflecteq 1nwthg prev;ous_g
 vowel | it | - [

) the ‘the f1tst dlst1nct1on appear1ng between Baltzc 2

_"'and Slavlc-’ln Slavxc, but not ‘in Baltzc, the *—m of the |

e -
‘accusatlve 51ngulat has faxled to spread beyond the *‘(])o—

1@and *—(J)a stems,»and has not spread to the neuters at’ all

o v N E S R e
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’» ’ - : . V . p -~ -
' R . . L
§) The neuter *-jo-stems at this stage would have #-ja

~.in the n/a.s. ané *+-ja in the n/a. pl. In stage‘II *-ja

would be fronted to #-jé and *-ja would not be changed.

Stage I1: Vowel frbnting after "j". - ‘ °
Stems | -
| +20 (m.)4-6 Ch.) *-a (£.)%-38 - =38 == (n.)
. (m ) (£.)
 N.S. -4-s -d-s  -a-¢- -jé-s  -ja-e -a-¢
T ALS. -u-¢ -a-m -a-m -jé-m .- —Ja-m . -a-p
'N.PL. -3u-es -a-s  -a-s 'fjé?g - -ja-s  -a-¢
A.PL,  -u-s ~ -a-ns = -a-ns -jé-ns -jé-ns -a-g
~ Stage III: Nasalisation and the loss of #*-s.
Stems
© o s=l ()-8 (m.) #-a (£.)#-3d s-9a  *+=5 (n.)
, )
NoiSo- -‘-:1 '-é . o : 'éi -J:é . -Jé -,é
A.S. -6 ¢ = - -je = -jo  -&
RN , R |
N.PL.  -ai-e’ -a A -ja . -ja . A
S AWPL.. mu ote 70 - o-je. . -Je oma
It is 7ssumed that all nasal vbwels ste“iﬁhérently;~{
long % : o e : _

At thlS po1nt 1t w1ll be shovn how I could haVe.' o ,t"

i evolved 1nto the system attested 1n 0081
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: \ :
Syncretic endings which have arisen as a result of the

w changes proposed for stage/III ’
]) Masculine *-0- stem n. s. neuter *- o- stdm n/‘a s.
2) Masculine #*- jo-stem n.s. - neuter *- jo- stem n./a.s.
3) Femlnlne *~a-stem n.s, - fem1n1ne‘*—a-stem n.pl. 4
4) Fem1n1ne *-ja-stem n.s.- feminine ¥-ja stem ﬁ.pl. A;
- 5) Fem1n1ne *-a stem a.s.- feminine *-4 -stem a.pl. |
" 6) Mascullne *-0-stem n.pl.- neuter *-0-stem. n./a.pl..
7) Mascullne £-5-stem a.s. - feminine *-a-steni
a s. /a pl AR | ' . ‘ -
8) Masculine *—5~stem'a.s; - masculine ¥-0-stém a.pl.

< -

' 9) Masculine ¥-jo-stem a.s. - masculine **jé-stemta.pl.

il)uA Summary of the’proposed remodelling
5; Vh'In order to e11m1nate the above syncretlsms,.a major
morphologlcal reanaly51s is called for.
I'propose that the *-u-stems were utilised to saVe}
d15t1nct10ns of number, gender, and case 1n the mascul1ne
v Cx- (J)o stem declens1on, and even ?% some extent 1n the
fem1n1ne *-a-stem declen51on. Supported by - the ex;stence of
a neuter pronoun *ta < *tad and the appearance of a neuter o

o % end1ng -3 (< *as) in- the *-5- stems (Whlch were falrly |

_numerous 1n CS) *-3 was reta1ned as the neuter n. /a.
4 'b’h

51ngular end1ng and *~U was taken over from the *= u-stems as;»Vy

-»a mascullne endlng (II B). It was also extended to the 3
;haccusatlve 51ngular mascul1ne because the nasal1sat1on of

_* a carrled wlth 1t the loss of dlst1nct1ve length ‘thus -
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Iy

eliminating the difference between masculine and feminine
accusative,éingular (IT C). In order to maintain this
distincéion, therefore, the ¥*ﬁ—stem accusative singular
endfng was generalised to the masculine accusative singular
also (III B).

Meanwhile, a differént syncretism had arisen in the
*-(j)o-stems. The mascul ine nominative singulér had fallen
together with the neuter nominative singulaf, whereas the
accusative singular had fallen together with the *-(j)o-stem
accusative plJural. The solution selected was to remodel the
£-jo-stem nominative and accusative singular after the
pattern of the *-u-stems (II B and II C).

~In the plural, meanwhile, several other syncretisms had
developed. In the ‘nominative plural the distinétioné among
masculine, feminine, and neuter had been eliminated. This
was resolved by the heuter keeping *-a as its ending, the
feminine taking over the accusative plural ending,® and the
masculine taking the ending from the pronoun (II H). The
accusative plural masculine and feminine haé taken over the
*~U-stem ending to sort out the syncretism of singular and
plural (II D). The feminine |'§§Qstems, however, were
already able to maintain this‘aistinction (*-jo singular/
*-je plural), ahd_so there was no need for them té be
remodelled. ‘ |

. The table below will make this clear.

Stage IV: A chart of the proposed remodelling



\Stem's

*-a
N.S. -a
A.’S. —Q
N.PL. -y
A.PL. -y

(The changes *a >0, *u > *w

-u
-u
-ove
Ty

15

-0
-0

Ta

~a

> v /-V, su > y are assumed

to have taken place at this stage). For further information

see II B, II C,

and II D.
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B. The *-u-stems iﬂ‘IE} comparisons with Slavic.

1) Introduction - the noun in IE.

i) Stem class and gender.

From the'earliest attestations of IE langdages,‘and in
many instances right down to the present, we can classify
nouns according to fwo at least types of categofy. These are
1) stem-class, and 2) gender, both of which are very
important in any discussion of IE nominal morphology. In the
recoverable historiéa;.period they‘have tended to imply each
other (e.g., in OCS all s-u-stems are mascul ine), but one
cén still find evidence that this was once not so.

For example, Latin has masculine, feminine, and neuter
nouns in its s-u-stem class, e.g., exercitug - mascul ine;
anus - feminine; genu - neuter. On fhe other hand in Late OR
all nouns ending in a hard consonant are automatically

v

masculine.

ii) Root, stem formant and inflectional ending.

The earliest reconstructible'IE seems to have

‘monosyllabic roots of the basic pattern CVCD(*er-), with

certain variations, e.g., CCLVJC (*sprVig-), CCV (*st¥V).''
Attempts have been made to reduce all roots to the pattern

CVC.'? To many roots were added sStem formants (usually

vowels), and onto these stem. formants were added
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inflect ional endings. When inflect ional‘endings were added
‘directly (withoﬁt an intervening stem formant), the forms
are called athematic. In the attested IE }anguages these are
far less numerous than thg thematic forms (forms with stem
formants); Both nouns and verbs can be thematic or
athematic. B

It is essential from the start to make 5 distinction
between root and stem formant, because there is sufficient
evidence to show that many of these stem gormantS‘arg later
additions. If we examine the PIE root #*p-d, we find:

OCS podu: *-U-stem (see I C)

Go fotus: #-u-stem

Lat pedis(g.s.): consonant stem (athematic) -
Gk Igggg‘%g.s.): consonant stem

Lith padas: *-0-stem

From this (and numerous similar examples) it appears
that stem formants are later additions‘to the root. The stem
formants *-6- and #-a- are often attestéd as additions to a
form which already contains other stem formants (see I C and-
I B 4 below). ‘

Most og the vowels posited for PIE can be used as
nominal stem formants.

The exdct grammatical and semantic origin of these stem
formants is a vexed question. It is commonly believed éhat
they are.pronominal in origin (Specht 1947%3391, Adréd@s
1975: 819-823, Schmalstieg 1980: 179), although later

developments have obscured this considerably. In this

@
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dissertation we will not be discussing the particuiar
origins of.the stem formants in any great detail, but rather
tracing the development of one of them within a certain
dialect of IE.

The stem formant ,;ﬁ; seems to have had an ablaut
variant s#-ou-(*-eu-), with which it alternated in declension
and conjdgation. The alternation seems to be ancient; itv.
must, however, have been productive for envextehded peqiod,
as it das used to form case-endings that appear to have |

evolved independently in the different IE languages.'?®

L8

2) The early evolution of gender in IE.

i) Introduction - The ReCOnstructiod of'the Ergative.

Parallel to the differentiation of nouns by stem-class,
there arose a system-of differenﬁiation of nouns by gender.
The interplay between the two, and the confusion resulting
therefrom,ﬁis one of the more fascinating problems in the
study of the IE 1anguages. | |

As this dissertation is not pr1mar11y concerned with
PIE gender and its evolution, I will~present only a curSOry
'ereatment of the way I believe it developed. Thxs summary
should be 1nc1uded, as the assumpt1ons contalned thereln are
essentlal for the reconst:uct1ve framewo:k on which the
reconstruetioﬁs to be discussed are based. In the:modern IE

languages we find sevetal types of gender system; Some |
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. R
languages have two genders (French), some three (German),

‘vend some none at all (Modern Persian)“ The'SIavic languages
have developed several sub- genders (see Stank1ew1cz 1968) in
add1t1on to the ba51c three-gender system (see III)

1f one traces these systems to Proto-Germanlc,
“Proto-Romance, Proto—Slevig, Proto-Indic etc.é one can find
a formidable érray of evidence-to.supportls three-gender
system: masculine-feminine-neuter. | o |

" The except1on is H1tt1te, where we have what seems to
be a two-gender system. 1nan1mate animate, Nowadays the
- commonly-held opinion is that Hittite never had a femlnlne
gender, although it used to be\believed that it did have it
at ohe time, but later lost 1t . |
| It is usually belleved nowadays that PIE had or1g1na11y
the same sort of system as H1tt1te, and- the fem1n1ne gender
| is the result of the splltt1ng of the former animate gender,

The rise of the femlnxne gender seems to be bound uwp
with the spread of the stem formant *-a-, whxch aecord1ng to
many scholars is a later‘developmeht‘(Bfugmann 1897 (gueted.
by Miranda 1975), Gray.1932(Befnétejn-19ﬁ4: 134); |

Adapting several simila:.theories ofﬂIE gender |
(Uhlenbeck 1901, Vaillant 1936, Savéenko 1968, Miranda 1975,
Shields 1976, Schmalstieg 1980), I offet_a-scheﬁe.bfjthe
evolution of PIE gender, taking”into‘accQunt.the ergative
proposed'by numerous'scholars (ineluding most . of the‘above);
as it‘;Its-in very yell with'thehteednstructions bréposed in;‘,f

I A
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ii) Nearly all the attested IE languages have a
T . . .
construction contrasting nominative (subject of both

transitive and intransitive verbs) vs. accusative (direct

object of“transitive verbs).'? There are,‘howéver, several
 pieces of evidence that in earlier-IE~ poSéibly surviviné‘
vest1gla11y 1nto the var1Lus branches, there vas a d1fferent
_construct1on, such as found in Georglan, Basque, and |

numerous Australxan languéges - the opp051t1on.absolut10e

(dircct 6bject of transitive verbs and subjcct of 8
intranéitiye verbs) vs, ergative (subject of transitive
verbs) | | ' ‘i -

A chart will help to make th1s clear, at the same time:

" showing the relationship of the old systgm to the-new. )

o f ~ NEW

ABSOLUTIVE -  ACCUSATIVE

TDIRECT OBJECT) ‘ — — —
(SUBJECT OF INTRANSITIVE " NOMINATIVE (SUBJECT OF -
VERBS) | . INTRANSITIVE VERBS)

‘ERGATIVE(SUBJECT OF TRANSITIVE NOMINATIVE(SUBJECT OF
VERBS; A _ = TRANSITIVE VERBS)

' At.the:eariiestVStqge;of‘the‘evoiution of iE gcnder,
there wculd'havé been a formal oppbéition'infthe'ehdings of
the noun° %= ¢(absolut1ve) VS, -¥- s(ergat1ve) '8 The scholarly

consensus, in whlch I concur, seems to be that *-5 was
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originally an ergative suffix (Uhlenbeck‘1901, Vaillant
1936, Savéenko 1966) For a contrary view, see Shields, 1976‘
(discussed below). ThlS would have gone hand in hand w1th
the type of gender system attested in Hittite, and would

. have helped to}make the distinction between nouns classified
as anfméte (which could take the *-s ergative marker) and
nouns classified as /nanimate (which could not,.see
Tcheknoff 1978: 228).

o/

iii) Léter.on, there appeared the #-6-/%-a-stem
opposition, which cannot be separeted from the rise of the\
new feminine gender. The +-a-stems originally‘had collect ive
me1§1ng, and th1s later shxfted to Indlvldual One noun °

(*ggena > 14yg, zena, bean etc. ) seems to have given the

1mpetus for the formation of the new feminine gender. This
would have been parallelled by the rise of assonance
. concord, whereby the new ending spread to attributive

adjectives and pronouns, thus creating strings such as *ta '

.neué ggené;

| Miranda (1975: 202n)oaocepts thatdone‘noun, if frequent
.enough,-could”form the baéis of a new'gender ‘but seems not
to accept that a change *collective > lndividual could have
proV1é‘: ; spur for thls""Brugmann s (1897) other -

‘sugges on that an or1g1nally collect1ve noun end1ng in *-a
m1ght have undergone semantlc Change to denote a female
‘(e,g.,l#gggg-,mare developlng from *ekwa "drove of horses")

: is questionable Since such,ghanges are hard to find." Such a_”

o
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change is, hoﬁever, attested in the Carinthian Slovenian
dialect éf Sele Fara where the word zeistu now means
"woman". This word, descended ffom CS #*zenistvo, originally
had collective meaning. .

Oncevthe‘masculine/feminine diétinction had become
established, it invaded the *-G;stems and *-i-stems, in -
which up to this point the primary distinction had been
neﬁter/non-neuber (animate-inanimate). This process was
cérried further in some languages than in others - see 5
below for the position of the feminine #—GJStemSQ

Meanwhile the old ergative had split into nominafive

‘and genitive énd the‘*-s'had become more ptoductive in the
génitive than in thé nomiﬁative. At.this stage, therefore,
it was not added to the x-a -stems in the nomida:ivg
Sihgulaf, only in the genitive singular.

At this stage the difference betwgen‘singular and
\plufal‘in the noun declension had not propérly developed,
and . the i-s is attestea,in both.'’ ;

iv) Furthermore, a significant transfer of markihg has.
occurred. The'égent ergative would have been marked under

»‘the>old scheme and'thg pat ient absolutive unmarked'(éf.

Greenberg 1961 95, Trask 1979: 385, ‘Com-rig“’19_8‘1:' 119-20""). -

_‘With thé me:ging of . the two types Of'subiecté (transitivé :

‘anduintfansitiye),Ehe‘diré;t“dbject‘has become marked and

“the subject unmarked.
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With this shift in marking, a nevw ending was added in
certain stems; to show the new direct object (accusative).
Thi§~wes *-m, taken from the pronominal *-0-stems and added
ffrst.to the masculine #-6-stems, then to the ‘feminine
t-a-stems, aﬁd then to the other paradigms. In some dialects

1

it was extended to more classes than in others.

However, there was enother group of endinés which had
originated from PIE absolutives: the neuter
nominative/accusative'singular. As the new neuter nouns
would have appeared in the aceusative_ﬁore often than in the
nominetive (see Tchekhoff 1978:228), the s-m of the
accusat1ve singular of the masculine #*-0-stems and. the
fem1n1ne *-a- stems would have llkely been extended to the
neuters as well. The question of the range of s-m in this
function is so impoetant that it deserves a subsection to
‘itself (see 3 below). |

At this poiﬁt a chart follows to show the proposed

evplution from a two—gender system in PIE to a three—gender

system in CS.

Stage I PIE (Hittite) .
Animate Inanimate
‘Stage II Fem1n1né<r’ -‘~—~“T>Mascu11ne . 'Neuter
' (cs, cG,
cC, CI
. ¥ etc.)
new *-a- *-0-

.

o | o
3) The IE accusative singular *-m.
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The‘assumption that the *-m seen in the accusative
singular masculine and feminine and in the nominative and
accusative neufercof the #-5-stems and the *-a-stems is
Jater than the *-s of the masculine nominative singular of
several paradigms, and that its range was restrictgd in CS,
was referred to in I A, It is now time to justify this:
proposal.

Support for. the proposal is admittedlf méagre. The

following may be taken as possible pointers:

i) The accusative plural of non-neuter nouns in PIE is
sﬁpposed to have been formed by the addition of #-s to the
accusative singular, which would give us #-Ns in many
instances._?or Slavic, however, this #-Ns endihg can only be
reconstructed with certainty for the *-jo /ja-stems (see I1I
D 5); the other stem classes seem to have an accusative
plural ending in *-Us, where sV = relevant stem vowel (see

o

II A, II C, 11 D).

ii) Problems arise in the récohstruction of the

accusative singular of the feminine *-u-stems if a final *-m
. , . -

is proposed. An alternative solution’ is posited, sketched

here in outline:

N.S. -~ ljuby < *leub-i-(*s) o '
A.S. - 1jubuvi < sleub-u-(i) (NOT . leubuu-np) .

!

The .accusative singular is usually reconstructed as

¢-Gup, '® which has one slight difficulty attached. It is
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connected with one rather vexing problem in historical
Slavic ?honology: the reflexes of the IE syllabic sonants
which, as is commonly known, undergo a two-way split: =] >
x1l/ul, *p > *ir/ﬁr, *q > *im/Um, *n > *in/un.

The conditions for th}s‘split, which Slavic shares with
Baltit,.are not clear. In particular, the fate of the nasal
sonants remains a problem (see Shevelov 1964: 83). Shevelov
1964: 325-6 draws attention to another, related broblem: the
*-i/ﬁNfacombinatigns reconstructed for CS should have
developed.into nasal vowels,

This problem should be approached wigh caution, as it
is fraught with dxfflcultles, nevertheless I feel that there
is one neglected factor wh1ch should be con51dered the

/s ~

sound "m" is a labial segment, #-u- is also a labial

aomant. Why should the *m have developed into #im in this

Enment, and not i:ZO‘*ﬁm? (And thence, according to the
;vreconstructlon, to *u’) It seems more likely that the
’ees not represent ‘a phonolog1cal reflex of *m in this
Qgtance. I propose that the *= 1 here. 1s taken from\the

}1 stems, as is much of the rest of the consonant stem

fclension in the Slavic languages, *°

'iiiﬁ-In Slavic and East'Baltic (especially Lithuanian),
t qg pOSSIbIe to reconstruct the neuter |
nomxnatlve/accusatlve s1n§ular x- o stem s a bare stem,

[ 4

WIthout the *~m wh1ch is reconstructed f r all of IE .an the

".strength_of,Celtlc, Greek Itallc, and Indo Iranlan

-~
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1

together with some slightly ambiguous evidence from Hittite
and 0l1d Prussian.

This. *-m ending in the neuter would seem to have the

&N

same funttion as the *-m ending inathe accusative singular
masculine/feminine, and it'seéms that it was added to the
bare stem as IE switched from ergative to
nominative/accusatlve It is generally agreed that this *- n
has the same origin across all the three genders.? v
As this *-m had a restricted range in the neut&r, it
should be bossible for it to have had a more restricted
rénge in the masculine and feminine also. The Lithuanian
evidence seems to point to the-presenée of this *-m in all
forﬁs of the masculine and femininé adcusative singulars,
but‘the Slavic evidence éeems to show (see below) that we
can reconstruct most of the accusative singulars (*-ﬁ-étem;

*-i-stem, all consonant stems) without the #*-m.

This would mean a very ancient mdrphological isogldss|

between Baltic and Slavic, but this should not be too

‘surprising, considering the vast number of phonological

isoglosses which separate them,

“iv) In addition to a possible confirmation of iii)
above, Hittite“§hows andacqusative.singular masculine
*-o0-stem without théf*—m_in cefféin forms,ie;g., lahha

. : , ) : o s

) Qai227 - "he goes to war;" The accusative of directidn

appears in Italic, ‘Greek, Germanic, and Slav1c, so 1t "seems

“j qu1te reasonable to reconstruct 1t for IE" also.-k



27

v) The proposed system, with the accusative marked with

a zero in several forms, is typoiogically by. no means
A g '
impossible. Let us consider the system in three IE

languages:

~a) Faroese ’ Masculine Neuter
N. , batur horn
A. ‘ bat - horn

. T—

In this system the nominat ivé has the ending, and the

lack of an ending on the accusative 1is suff1c1ent marking.

<G

This system is perfectly stable - it has lasted at- least .

11,000 years and shows no sign of remodelling.??

b) Latin and Greek *-6-stem declension:

Masculine Neuter:
-N.. B domihus-duepwwoo ' - bellum-¢épyow
A. “dominum-4» 8 pwrov ‘bellum-épyov.

-

The masculine nominative singular on the one hand is

opposed to the neuter nominative/accusative singular and the

- _masculine ‘accusative singular. on the other.

c) Latihv*-ﬁfstem declension:.

Masculine ' . . Neuter
N. Ce exercitus B enu
A, »  exercitum ‘ - genu

Here we have a three way opp051tlon° mascullne

nominative 51ngular Vs, mascullne accusatlve 51ngular

vS.
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neuter nominative/accusative singular.
It is proposed that the *-u-stem declension in CS would
have had a system corresponding to a) above, whereas the *-o

-stems would have had a system corresponding to c).

Masculine Neuter
N *SUNUS *medu
A. *sunu . *medu
N *gVrdas *E'ljé
A. *gVrdam spalja

vi) Kurytowicz, Savcenko, Shields.

Kury{owicz 1964: 209-11 proposes a sYstem in which the
‘#-m of the accusative singular is earlier than the #-s of
the nominati;e singular, which would, be impossibie under the
reconstructions being pfoposed here for Slavic. As far as 1
can see, however/ Kurylowicz does not offen any
justitication for proposing this. Savéenko, on the other
hand, argues quite convincingly for the reconstruction of an
*S vs, @ opp051t1on as the earliest :ecégirable case system
in-"IE, with other elements being added on later The ending
"+s" would have hnd an "ergative" (in Savcenko s terminology
, "active") neaning, and ‘*-m would have had an
"absolutive"("passive") meaning. A cardinal point in his
reasonlng is that the #*-m in the: accusatlve singular
masculine/feminine and the nomlnaflve/accusatlve singular

neuter are one and the same ending.

L]
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His proposal of an #*s(ergative) vs. g(absolutive)
distinction would seem to agree quite well with what we know
about the marking. of ergatives in extant languages: the
absolutive is more likely to be unmarked while the ergative
is more likely to be marked.?® The ending *-m would be added
as IE changed from an érgative to a nominative/accusative
language.

Shields 1976 pass. and 1978 pass. posits an
*-N(absolutive) vs. g(ergative) opposition as the earliest
recoverable stage of PIE nominal inflection, with the *-s
being added later - the reverse of Savéenko's ordering.

This approach runs into several difficulties. To make
this reconstruction plausible, Shields has to assume
wholesale‘loss of the #*-N formant in certain éategories in
Baltic,-Slavic, and Hittite, throughout the wholg of IE in
other categories (Shields 1978: 193 fn.). He explains ghis
loss by postulating a massive analogical reworking, arisjng
from the confusion between what he calls "animate agent"
nouns and "iﬂahimate" nouns. The former would be declihed
and behave syntactically'exactly like the "animate" nauns,
'i.e., they would be in either the absolutive or the ergatfve
case.

There are otherldifficulties with Shields' proposals.
-fhere are several examples of "animate agents", which would
héveuiad to lose their ;:N Vs, ogdistinctions to become
neuters. Why did they not simply shift to the

morphologically identical "animates" and turn up in the
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modern IE languages as masculines or feminines? Only a few
of them actually do so.?*

Finally, there is the marking problem. As we have seen
above, the ergative is more marked than the absolutive, as a
general rulé, and so one would expect it to take the more
salient énding. Although this is to some degreeha matter of
personal preference, Savcenko's ;s(ergative) Vs,
¢(absolutive): seems to me more Eonyincing than Sﬁ?klds‘
*p(ergative) vs. ﬁ(absolutive)

There is always the poss}bility, of course, that the ¢
ergative 1in Shields' scheme arises from the previous loss of
some segment, unreconstructable with our present state of
knowledge, which would serve as an ergative case‘ending.

In certain IE lanquages the *-m has extended itself
further than in.others: in 0ld Irish, for example, the *-m
has spread from the neuter *-o-stems to the neuter
s~0-stems, which is unusual. h

It is therefore proposed that several nominal
stem-classes in CS 'had a bare-stem as the accusative
singular ending, i.e., without the #-m commonly
reconstructed in this‘position.‘lt was shown that there are
a few pieces of evidence from IE to back up this proposal,
and further support comes from typology. It is proposed that
"such a reconstruction deserves consideration. In II it will
be shown that this proposal can easily be accommmodated into

a reconstruction of the CS nominal declension system.



31

4) The evolution of stem-classes: the rise of the

*-0/a-stems.

i) Introduction.
It seems reasonable to suppose that the emergence of

the various stem-classes took place in the following order:

a) consonant stems - héteroclitics..Their origin seems
to be buried fairly deeply in the past. Certain‘derivational
suffixes (e.g., *-0s, s-mén) can also be counted as forming
consonant stem nouns.

b) *~i-stems, *-u-stems.

c) ®-0-stems, *-a-stems.

These stem formants often appear in combination, but
certain combinations are far more common fhan others. The
chart below will give some idea of the possibilities of
combining-fhe three types listed above: Those mqued + are

fairly common, those marked - seldom or never occur.

FIRST MEMBER *C *-1 *-y *-0 *-a
SECOND MEMBER

*C 0 - - - -
3 + e - - -
#u + + 0 - -
E To) + + + 0 -
*a + + + - 0

ii) The expansion of the #;6/é-stems.

It is striking that there is a proiiferation.of
derivatives in IE languages using;f-é-stems and *-a-stems,
many of them built on older s-i-stems and *-u-stems, which

in turn are often built on still older consonant stems. It
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is extremely common for #-6-stems and *—é—stéms to be built
directly onto older consonant stems and heteroclitics. In
historical grammars of the various IE languages #-j6- and
*-ja-stems are treated as separate categories from the
*-0-stems and the *—é—étems, in some of them #-wo-( < *-0+
6) and *-wa-(<x-Uta)-stems are also so treated. Several of
these, as we shall see in I C, can be traced back to
s-0-stems with #-&- énd *-a- enlargements. All the IE
languages have #*-0- and *-a- stem adjectives as their most
numerous type. The other stem classes seem to be rarer and,
in many cases, disappearing.

For example, in OCS the *-u-stem adjectives have all
transferred into the *-0- and *-a-stems, many Qf\them

through the suffix #*-k-:

laduki < +qV1du+k+0s

pzuku < \ sanzu+k+os

Aithough OCS still preserves a great variety of’éhe
original PIE nominal declensional paradigms, its adjectival
paradigms are limited to the s-0-stems and *-a-stems (with
one or two exceptions).?® This seems to be a'general_pattern
throughout IE lahguagéS‘- the édjectives have fewer
declensional pattgrns.;han the nouns.

Even when the older classes of noun survive, they show
cohtaﬁination with the *-0- and’*;é-stém endings. Two
examples should suffice here: newer, more productive case

endings are invading the older, less productive ones.,
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a) The *-u-(v)-stems®® in Slavic (examples taken from
OCS) have generaliséd\#-é—stem endings in the datiﬁe,

instrumental, and locative plural, e.q., criky crikuvamu

crikuvami crikuvaxu.

In the modérn Slavic languagegi;his process has gone
even further: the #-u-(v)-stems have all but vanished as an
independent noun class and have mostly-been absorbed by the
*-i-stems, _ _ )

b) In Lithuanian, from the earliest a;testatioﬁs, the

plural paradigm of the *—jﬁ-stem,houhs is rendered with

+~jo-stem endings.

Singular (but) Plural
*-ju- *-3jO0- *-ju- . *-jo-
N. karalius brolis. karaliai " broliai
V. karaliau = broli kardliai broliai
A. .kar&liy brol kar&lius brolius
G. kardliaus brolio karala brola
D. kardliul broliui karaliams broliams
I. ~kar&liumi broliu - kar&liais broliais
L. kardliuje brolyije karaliuose broliuose

iii) The relative age'of‘IE stem-¢1a55e5‘4 pointers
from comparison; L L | ‘
s di#cussed in I A 3,.it has been proposed’by many .
scholars (e.g., Hirt 1927: III: 38, Maiiﬁlis 1970: 329,
Schmalstieg.1980:i46) thét PIE's éase‘system‘was.pqorly‘
developed atvthe‘time whenvthevmajOr dialéct‘continuarbégan
to spiit off. Many of the oblique cases postulated‘for PIE

by earlier generations of scholars had not properly
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develooed (e.g., the instrumental, the locative, the
dative). Some languages have qontinued‘to gain_oaSe.
inflection ;fs€% their firsE’ettestations.27

‘However, certain.stem QiaSses seem to have been more
uniform within PIE than others.“If the'*-ﬁfstems, to take
/oneaexampie, are indeed older than the *-o-stemsé es the -
b;ief ontline"of part of the system of PIE nominal | [
derivation seens to show, it might be reasonable to find |
them much more easily traceable to a common source. ‘ BPEE

I admit that it does not necessarily follow that exact
correspondences in'related languagee are traceeble back to
one ccmmon source - one;should always bear in mind the
procese of independent yet parailelvevolution;" However,.
when one takes thls in conjunct1on with the facts of
derivation. quoted above, the probablllty 1ncreases that we
will obtain fru1tful results._Furthermore the *-u-stem nouns
(and adjectives where they exist) show the oldeﬂ (anim. vs.
inan.) gender distinction, for the more recent mascullnes
and fem1n1nes appear to develop from the old animate, whlle
'the neuter can be assoc1ated yxth the old 1nan1mate.

" As we saw in 1A, the morphosyntact1c categorles 1n the
nominal declen51ons in IE’ 1anguages”do not correspond with
~one another (see the table infthe aopendi;). Within the
various case systems found‘in'IE 1anguages, Greek and'OId
Irish correspond to Gothic, Lithuanian corresponds to

Slav1c, and H1tt1te to Sanskrlt although Hittite does not -

make a dxst1nct1on between singular and plural to the same
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extent that ﬁhé other IE languages do.??

. In several IE languages the:e seem to be résidues of
fuller casé systems: Old High German has an instrumental
case in addition to the cases which it shares Qi;h Gothic,
e.dg., tag - instr.tagu, whereas Latin has several vestiges

of an old locative, which would seem to correépond fairly

well with locatives in oéher IE languages, e.g., Romae - "in
4Rome"7 |
As we are discussing a pe;uliarly-Slavic development,

and as the Slévic declensional system shows several archaic
features, let us consider the £-0~stem nominal parédigm§ of
a selection of IE laniguages in relation to Slavic. For
&Slavic, OCS will be taken as repres;ntative (the use of the
OR or 0Cz. paradigms_wOuld not alter the conclusions
significanfly). ﬁe will examine the *-o0-stem nomingl
paradigms of.Latin,-Gothié} Saﬁskrit, Lithuanian, Greek and
Hittité. Forms that correspond both,phonologicaliy and

' morphosyntacticaliy with thg‘eqqivalent OCS form will be
’ undeflined} e.g., Greek &vfpwwe, OCS grade (vocative
isihgular). Forms that may cdrresp&nd are marked "?", e.q.,
OCS grady Latin domindé? (accusative plu}al).»Theéé-fofms
ére pOssible equations, many of which h&ve been érbpdsed in
previous articles and books on the subject.-In,:his
dissertation it will‘bé shqwn thét.many.bf them are not in
fact gxatt phohologicél parallels.,Thé table is given iﬁ the

»

appendix.
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The 0ld Irish‘*-é-stem declension is so similar to fhe
Latin, that it is omitted here.

Even if we acceﬁt all of those questionable forms, the
number of exact correspondences is very small. The most
consistent correspondence with OCS, spread over all IE, is
the vocative‘singular; Other correspondénces are less
frequent - the Sanskrit locative singular and plural (but
not‘dual) correspond exactly, as does the Gothic dative
plural.

If we consider the *-ﬁ-steg paradigm, however, we find

‘a much greater number of exact correspondences. (See again
the table in the appendix).

It therefore seems likely that contacts between the

various IE languages were stronger when the *-i-stems were ' b

productive than when the *-9-stems became productive.?®®

»+ iv) Conclusion.
|
i

The rise of the *- o-stems and *-a- Stems goes hand in
hand WIth the rise and exten§1on of the new feminine gender.
The_*-i-;'*-ﬁf, and,consonanl stems, however, were split

‘éécording to the old animaté/inanimate distinction, and as
the mascul1ne(neuter)/fem1n1ne dlst1ncg?on galned in |
1mportance (a trend: wh1ch was to result in the elimination ' .
of the neuter in many later stages of the IE languages), the
*-5-stems and *-é*stems,‘the'most common classes to show

this distinction, extended their range'corresponaingly.
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5) The evolution of stem-classes: the retreat of the

<

1) General Remarks

The *-U-stem declension seems to have been mostly
masculine in many IExlanguages. In certéin IE languages,
feminine *-U-stems developed, but the feminine was lesgs
succeésful in penetrating this declension‘ghan it was in
oﬁhers, and OCS shows no trace of having had any feminine
*-u-stems. |

ft séems that the *-U-stems were absorbed by the more
numerous #-0-stems over much of Ié. A factor that could have
contributed to this, specificélly in 0ld Icelandic and 0ld
'.Irish, was,the develogyent of root alternations cquitioned
'by the *-u-in the fdllowing syllable. With the loss of many
final syllables in these languagé;; the declension became
based to too gfeat a degree on root alternations, and
although some rqot'altetnations in these declensions survive
in these iapguages until this day, there has been a tendency
to lose SeQeral of them, especially the *-U-based

alternations, cf. Manczak 1958: 301-12.

ii) Individual IE groups}«

In Greek, Sanskrit, and Hittite *-ﬁ-étems;‘both nouns
and adjectives, are fairly numerous. | ‘ ® |

In Latin, the #—G-étém nouns; due'ﬁo doubt to their

* . g : i . . : .
identity with the *-0-stems in the nominative and accusative



38

singular, show rapid absorption by‘the latter. There are no
#-U-stems adjectives left in Latin by the earliest
attestations.

In 01d Irish there are very few *-u-stem nouns, and, as
in Latin, they are absorbed fairly rapidly by the #-o0-stems.

In Germanic (e.g., Gothic) there are few *-u-stems,

. nouns and adjectives, and these tend to be absorbed.

In Lithuanian both #-u-stem nogps‘and adjectives have
survived remarkably well. They number roughly 1500.

iii) The Slavic e%}dence: the recognition of *-U-stems.

In Slavic the *-ﬁfgtem declension is not attested ashan
independent paradigm from the earliest records. However,
there is an extension of *-u-stem endings into the't—é?stem
paréd}gm on a scale not seen elsewhere in 13;5' the results
of;y%ich persist till ghis day. If_will be shown in this‘
thesis (especially in II B, II C, II D) that this influence
goes further and deeper than previously imagined.

It has been mentioned above that the CS declension
system preserves many archaic features, such as the lesser
eﬁténsion of the IE accusative marker #-m. I1f the #-u-stem
declension does indeed belong to a more archaic stratum of
the IE languagés, then we.might rq‘éonablyjexpect to fihd-it
better preserved in Slavic' than elsewhere.

aIf'we5§trip away the derivational suffixes, some of
which have clearly been added comparatiyely»recently,.then

we can expose numerous former #*-U-stems which in many

instances. have cognates in other IE languages.
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Most of these suffixes will have a *-u element in them,

juat some stage to an affxnlty with the *-u- stems. It

to remember that %-U- and *-v- .are in
diStribution in Early CS, so therefore we can
Find a *-v-, supported by cognates, as the only

" former *-U-stem in many instances (e.g., see

etkof6,°*derﬁ,‘in I C 3). Many of these have cognates
Jfé- and *-wa-stems in other IE languages. |
kfht other times we can find the ablaut variant

ik/eu)- (realised in attested-SleVic as '-uC-/-ovv-)
;iseo as a detivational suffix. Verbs and adjectives

;d by means of this suffix are extremely nomerous, and
st Wi productive in the modern languages, and several
borrowed roots and compounds are "Slavicised" by u51ng it

(e.g. R apecToBATh, DHPPOBHY ; nelther of these forms is

avic). Therefore we have to be extremely careful

nat;

wit thié particular suffix. If possible, we should only use
forms attested in thevearliest written Slavicﬁ.before_thef
big ihflux of borrow{ng from Western eources got uoder‘way.
?inally, the suf:ix'*-ké/ké- seems to have been added
to many former *—ﬁ*stems‘and *-i—stems,-add its presence}
espec1al%y with ad]ectlves, is often of great a551stance 1n
determlnxng whether a form was orlglnally a x*-u-stem or. not.

This Seems to have beén an 1nher1tance from PIE, since both

Latin and Sanskrit show similar forms, e.g., Lat verruca <

:versu+k+é; Skt guruka <'*gpru+k+6t
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One such form seems to Se reconstruétéd for Germénic:
0ld Icelandic §2£g£‘< sbhoru+k+d (see Stang 1972: 15), cf.
OCS gladu+k+u Lith glodus. |

. fBernétejn:(1974: 132 pass;m? urges caution in dealing

i
A E
BN S K

with ‘such material. His proposals will be treated in more

detail in I C. If we search for features listed above in he
Mearliest Slavié, and in thé dialects, ﬁg are likely'td///phéf\\\\
uncover several qld‘¥—ﬁ—stems. If we_fipd these features in -
additipﬁ to ¥—Gﬁstem_declehsiohal endings on‘the'forms in

question, we will have a strong case for labelling-these
: . J \

forms as original #*-u-stems..

6) Conclusibns.

i) PIE bassed ffém a stage of being an ergative to a
nominat ive/accusat ive langﬁagg., '
4 | "

ii)- PIE's gender system chénged from animéte/iﬁanimaté*;
to mascqline/feminine/neuté{}g »th‘e rise of the new .
masculiﬁe/fémfhine distrnctigh is iﬁtimagely conneéted,with
the‘*-é-/-é-étems. o o ¢ }

3

iii) The *-s which appears on the masculine nominative .
. b ‘ e L N s .
singular on many paradigms is an original ergative suffix.
iv) The #-a- and -#+-3-stems belong to a more recent

Y
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‘stratum of IE than the rest: they show a masculine/ feminine

distinction while the others'show an animate/inanimate

‘distinction.

v) Throughout IE, the *-o-stems are far more

heterogenous than the *-u-stems.

'vi) Within Slavicvpdésiblé original *-G-Qtemsrcaﬁ°be
reéognised by the»presénce of one,’or preferably more than -
" one, ?f the following:

a) The presence of derivatives in #*-u-(-v-).
b) The presence oﬁlolder derivatives in *;dd-(-ov—).

c) The presence of a suffix *-k-.

d) The appearance of *-U-stem declensional endings on
‘the forms under discussion.
e) Cognates in other IE languages.

. -
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C. The reconstruction of original #-u-stem nouns in

adjectives in Slavic

1) Introduction - the scholarly consensus.

Now that we have established a set of reconstructions -
and a sequence of morphological developments from PIE to CET}
we must next evaluate énd synthesise the proposals offered
by various scholars on the’ vexed topic of this section.WFor
it 1is éne of the contentions of this dissertation, that,
“even after the excellent studies of Ekkert (1959, 1963},

_ Spiers (1977) et al., the full corpus of CS *-u-stems has
not yet finally been worked out. |

The first difficulty with which we are confronted is
one of presentation; many authorities have already written
on this Subject, eitﬁer as the relevant part of a gfammar of
OCS, OR, OCz. etc., or as a separate sfudy in its own right.
One problem has therefore been mere selection. Furthermore,
no two of- the authorities%@p question have come to the same
‘{i

conclusions on the subjecthSee Ekkert 1963: 14 and

Q

Thorndahl 1974: 14.°?

\Howeve;, there are'fou§ points about which‘all, or
.nearly all, of the authorities afe agreed. The best way td
approach t?is’é;oblem, therefore, is to start off from this

[

common ground. The four points are: "

4

1) The *-u-stem nouns were all masculine in Slavic. =&
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Here Slavic is in the minority among the IE languages:
only East Baltic and 01d Icelandic agree with Slavic in this
respect. We find that Indo-Iranian, Greek, Gothic, and
Italic have *-u-stems of all genders. ©ld Irish has
masculine and neuter *-U-stem nouns, but no feminines.?”?

Hittite, which seems to'represent an earlier stage of
IE in many respects, has masculine and neuter
(animate/inanimate) #*-u-stems.

|

ii) The earliest attested Slavic has no separate
+-0-stem adjective declension, but it does have adjectives
which are cognates of *-u-stems in other IE languages..

Here Slavic agrees .with Old Icelandic and Italic. All
three have adjectives which are reconstructible from other
IE lanquages, notably Gothic and Greek, e.g., Go aggwus OCS
ozl-ki, Gk élaxve OCS ligu-ku, Skt tanuh OCS tunu-ka.

This warrants further discussion; see 1. C 4 below.

iii) As a general tendency in IE (and Slavic), the .
s-u-stem declension has fewer nouns and adjectives than the
+-0-stem declension, and tends to merge with it.

It would be beyohd the scope of this study to trace
back ho& far.this géhdency opefated in PIE. It is probable
that the *-0-stems extended their rahge thanks to the
existence of a vast number of derivational suffixes in
+-6(such as *-ko- above), which often cohtrasts‘with *-a-
(see, e.g., BernsStejn 1974+ 134). Usually the traffic is

<
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one-way: the t;ﬁ—stems tend to be absorbed into the
+-0-stems, and to leave few traces.

In Slavic, however, the merger took place with the
x-u-stems exerting a great deal of influehce both within and
beyond the new hybrid declenéion (see especially II B, II C,
11 D, 11T A, III B, III C).

iv) There are six nouns which virtually all the
scholars consulted aéree in categorising as original
s-u-stems.

The nouns listed below are glossed according to their
OCS meanings as given, unless otherwise stated. They will be
accompanied by cognates from elsewhere in IE and from the
modern Slavic languages, and also by derivatives which
follow the patterns shown in I B. Also included, where they
lend support to this categorisation, will be grammatical

information from the various modern Slavic languages.

1) #volu - "ox".

R BOJ, Sn vol, P wol.

This word has no sure cognates outside Slavic, and so
only internal evidence can be used; this evidence 1is, |
however, very strong. For a fairly convincing etymology, see
Trubacev 1960: 44. |

The forms volovinu - "oxen" (adj.), and volovina -

"beef" are at§ested in OCS. OR has a form Boayr. For more
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examples, from all over Slavic, see Ekkert 1959: 104 and
1963: 7-14 and Spiers 1977: 75.

Many modern Slavic lanquages still show an original
*-U-stem genitive singular -u for this word, e.g., U BiJd

g.s. Boay, P wot wotu (but note Sn vol g.s. vola). In Polish

this constitutes an exception to the rule that animate nouns
form their genitive singular in -a. It seems attractive to
think of wolu as an original #-u-stem genitive singular

which has survived. &

2) svirxu - "top, summit".

R Bepx, SC vrh, Cz vrh

Thig word is cognate with the_LithuaAian form virsus,
also a s-U-stem. The Latin form verruca - "wart" possibly
also points to an original *—G—stém by its derivational

vocalism.

Like *volu-, #*vrixu- has numerous #*-U-stem based
derivatives. In Russian we have the forms H3BEPXY - p
"upstairs", and BepxoBbe - "upper.reaches of a river". In
OCS we have virxu -"above“, virxovinu - "upper"(adj.), while
in Slovenian we find verhovjé -"summit".

The form *vrixu- also has preserved much of its
original inflection. Besides the regqular genitiVe singular Be-
pxa , Russian has an alternative form Bepxy. Czech, Slovak,

and Polish all preserve the *-u-stem singular ending: vrch:

vrchu, vrch: vrchu, wierzch: wierzchu.
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3) *domu- "house”.

R LOM, Bg AoM (Cz dfm

Cognates for this word are particularly numerous; Latin
has a form domus (f.), which is declined in a mixed
x-U/a-stem _declension reminiscent of the mixed *-0/-u-stem
paradigms in the modern Slavic languages (see III). Greek

and Sanskrit both have *- o0-stem forms (domooc , damah), and

Sanskrit also has a form damunah - "pertaining to a house”
(see Meid 1958). This root seems to be connected with the

Greek verb $%uw - "I build". Baltic has no sure cognates,

although Lith gggggk(an *-0-stem!) "house, hoﬁe", is often
cited (with an exceptional change of #*d- to #*n-).

Within Slavic, there are several fossilised expressions
which can be traced back to an original *-u-stem paradigm,
such as Russian A0MOH# < sdomovi - "home” (direction) **; #3
A0MY - "from home". ¥-0~stem based dgrivatives are also very
common : OCS domovitu - "master of a house”, Cz. domovi\Bg.
ZoMQBEH. | \

This noun has preserved its old #-u-stem declension
céﬁparatively‘well; In Polish its locative singuiar is domu,
which is odd considering that in the modern language -u is\k

used for stems ending in a soft consonant or a velar (see ‘\

III1 C). In Russian there is a fossilised locative singular:

Ha }.'LOM! .

4) smedu - "honey".
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R ME4 SC med, P midd

This form has many cognates outside Slavic, nearly all
of which point to an origihal neuter @-u-stem. It is the
only original IE neuter *-U-stem for which we have a cognate
in Slavic. We have Skt madhu - "sweet, intoxicating drink",
Gk wefv - "wine", Olc mjpdr - "mead", OI mid (< #*medu) -
"mead”, OPr meddo - "honey". Lithuanian and Latvian have the
masculine gender in this word, e.g., Lith ggégg - "honey".?®

The word for "bear" in Slavic languages (R MeZABelb, P
niedzwiedz (miedéwigdi), Bg MelBed etc.) seems to show a

s

s-U-stem based derivative. It has a cognate in Skt madhuvad

- "eater of sweet things".
There are also many derivatives using the stem *-ov-:

OR MeJOBHH, SC medov, Cz medovy - "honey"(adj), Bg MeLOBHHA -

"syrup"; OCS omedviti -~ "sweeten”.

Russian has a genitive singular M&ay used in a
partitive sense, but this is regular for uncountable nouns
(see III B). A form medu also appears in OCS - Suprasliensis
291.8. Ukrainian and Polish have normal genitive sinqulars

'in -u, e.g., Mij - Mely ; miod - miodu.

5) spoli- - "half, sex".

U nig, Sn pol, P poi

, There do not seem to be any sure cognates in other IE

v

languages, although Albanian pale < #polna is mentioned by

Vasmer 1973.
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Derivatives and fossilised expresgsions showing the
original allegiance of this noun are plentiful. Various
forms of the word for "mid-" in Slavic languages show a
*—G-Stém (R DQifeHb UOAYAHAG, 5., OR NOAylsHHe, OCS poludinu

(adj.), OCz. poludiengk - "midday meal", Sk poludne -

"south”, U poaygess). There are also many forms such as R I0o-

dosuHy - half.

Fossilised fqrms still showing the old #-U-stem -
‘declension are attested: OR chmoay - "by half",.P Qosgplu.-
b"togexher", OCz. spolu - "together™. In several OCS texts
(namely Zogr., Mar., Ass., Sav., Supr.,) a s-u-stem dual
form, one of the very few attestations of a #-u-stem
dative/instrumental dual, is recorded: the form poluma. .

There is also a nominative /accusative dual Qolz, attested

in Supr. 4

A

6) x*synu I - "son" (distinct from sgnﬁ 11 - "tower")n
R ChH, Bg CHH P syn. |

This is possibly the best-attested original #-u-stem in

\

Slavic. There are cognates from nearly every branch of IE,

C N - -
except for Italic and Celtic: Skt sunuh - "son", Gk ‘
g

(Cretan), 6cvo - id., Go sunus - id., Lith sunus - id., all

of which are #-U-stems.

b

Derivational forms are also attested to back up this
~ information, e.g., OCS sznovinﬁ - "filial",
Nearly all of the original #-U-stem.declension of this

noun is preserved in OCS; only the dative and locative
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plural are not attested. It is the fullest *-u-stem paradigm
that we have. It is one of the only two nouns in Russian to

form a plural with the *-ov- suffix ChH CHHOBbA (nom.pl.) :

KyM KkysMoBba - "godfather”. Polish preserves much of the
old declension intact (apart from the genitive singular
syna, locative singular synie, and a few forms in the
plural, see III B and II1 C). Czech has a similar pattern. A
few Carinthian Slovenian dialects have taken the suffix -ov-
so characteristic of South Slavic and extendéd it to the

genitive singular, e.g., sin - g.s. snova.

2) Areas of disagreement.

Nowlhe come to the controversial part of this secti@n,
the area where most scholars disagree. I do not believe that
any of them holds that the six nouns listed above were the
only *-u-stems in CS, but which were thé other ones?

Several of the scholars listed below, and others

. . _

besides, maintain that the #-U-stems were more numerous then
one‘miéht suppose at first glance. This is ohe of the basic
assumptions that must be made in ofder for proposed
reconstrﬁckionsfto seem more plausible: a declensio A
consisting of many nouns and adjectives, - several of?:lém of

fairly high frequency,. is much more likely to extend..its

.influence than -a smaller one containing nouns and adjectives

~

of lesser frequency.
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This assumptioh is not new: it dates back at least to
. B
1867, when Schleicher declared: "K ck.oeisc ocHI® HZ ~u- ~n4-

HUARCAAT UONRTe WoDM, it GLLUHG Tneiier-g " (quoted in
Ekkert 1963: 14), ﬁeyer: "Im Urslavischen sind die u-Stamme
zahlreicher, als sie in den Slavischen Einzelsprachen
uberliefert sind" (quoted in Ekkert 1963: 14) ; Ekkert "1963:

14 ; " UAHAKO NepeydCcJJeHHuMU L2CTbH ae@uMHQqumk CLiyudsMd TITo.-

o
Ci4B8n_KHX BMEH CyueCTBHTEJbHHX C A-0CHOBO# He HCHYepHHBAETCH

rpynoa CJAOB, MMeBOMX B OpPAcAABAHCKOM W-OCHOBY ."; Spiers
1977: 80: "It is in-any case obvious what the t-U-stems were
at one time sufficiently nﬁmerous to disrupt entirely the
old *-o-stem declension." For contrary or cautionary views
see Ferretl 1965, Galabov 1973, Feinberg 1978.

Below ié given a list of over 70 nouns‘which are
possible original s-U-stems. Obviously one cannot go into
the same amount of detail yith,them all. Therefore‘only,a
few important or interesting words will be discussed. Three
of them are tentatively proposed as *-u-stems for the first
time.

The views of fifteen scholars-have been consulted
Scholvin 1877 (Si), LESkien'1969: 77-8 (L),IVOndrékf1924:
656-8 (Vo), Shakhmatov 1957:*82 passim ﬂSh), Meillet\1§34:
331 passim, 412‘pa55im (Me), van Wijk 1931: 170-4 (vW),
Dieis 1932: 152-8 (D),‘Vaillént 1948: 89-92 (va), Ekkert
- 1959, 1963 (E), Nandris 1969: 64-5 (N), Thorndahl 1974 (Th),
Kiparsky .1967: 25 (K), Trubacev 1960,'1974 passim (Tr),

BernStejn 1974 (B), Spiers 1977 (Sp). In the table below,

1§ .
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the authorities will be grouped as to whether th%y are. more

or less sure of the #-U-stem pedigree of a given noun.’®

NOUN (root) MEANING . SCHOLARS
. more probable less probable
7 %xablu- "apple"” E B
8 #*adu- "hell" ' vW E
9 *bVrqu- "bank,edge” Sp
10 *bobru/bebru~ "beaver" EB Tr o
11 sboru- I "hog, ~ EB Tr 40

castrated pig"

Sp

12 #boru- II "pine forest" E B Tr

13 *ceru- "womb" B

14 %xcinu- "rank" L Sh Me vW Va Sc Vo D Tr E

N Th B Sp K

15 =xdaru- "gift" Me VW E N Th Vo D K Sh

16 #*deru- . "tree" E Tr B Vo

17 *dluqu- "debt" L Sp .

18 #*dolu- "valley" Sc Sh D vW

19 xdobu- "oak” vW D E .
20 *duxu- "spirit” vW

‘21 xgadu- "reptile” vW

22 *qVlsu- "voice" L vW Sp
23 *golu- "head” E

24 *qVrdu- "town, city' D E

25 =xgrexu- "sin" vW N Th D E

26 *grobu- "grave" Sp

27 *grozdu- "grapes" " E N Thvw D

28 xgroznu- "grapes” vW E D

29 xqrumu- "bushes” L vW D Sp

30 =gvozdu- "forest" E

31 sgrunu- "furnace” E

32 *jadu- "poison™ LETh T Tr D vW Sp
33 *31lu- "mud, slime"” Tr B E

34 *koru- "sharp point" E

35 skvrtu- "time" Sc L Sh N Me vWw D E Sp

("notch?")

36 *ledu- "ice" Me ENTEKB VW Vo D
37 *lesu- "forest" Sp

38 xlistu- "leaf" E

39 *lo71- "tallow" : : . Orr

40 smiru- "peace” L Sh vwva E Me D
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42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49

50
51

52
53
54
55
56

57
58
59

60
61
" 62
63
64
65
66
67

68
69
70
T
72
73
74
75

76

- 77

78
79
80

x*-jetuku-

t-pletuku-

s-statuku-

*-vituku-

"man"

"lower part”
"ale"

ﬂdog"
"fruit”
"floor”
"priest”
Nrow"
"clan,
kind"
"garden”
"high rank”

race,

"stench”
"malt"”
"court"”
"branch”
"camp,
position”
"
"tower"
"thorn”

"labour”
"sense"
"trade”
"member "
"wave"
"age"
"branch”
"sight,
appearance”
"leader”
"doctor"”
"outside”
nJewﬂ
"fat"
"snake"”
"heat"
derived from
21 - Nbeﬂ
derived from
ce - "begin”
derived from
- "take"
"derived from

let - "braid"™

derived from
sta - "stand"
derived from
vi - "wind"

Sc Sh vW
Sh E K B

vW
L Va Sp
L

vWw D Th
L Me vW E Th

Th

ety

L Me vW E N

S Th

Sc vw’
E B Sp

Th K
Va E N Th

vW

Sc Sh

E Vo

E VQ

D &

E
E
Orr

[}
¥

Sc VW ED

vW Sp D E

Me D
Sc Sh 9 Va K

Sp
E

vW'D E
E
D Sp Sh

E -
Sh D Sp

vW N
vW

52
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It is possible tb subdivide the above forms. Several of
them have dérivational suffixes containing a *-u (e.g.,
£-nU, *-ru). Others are formed by the addition of other
vocalic elements straight onto the *-U (e.g., *-U+*a :

tkoru+a > korva). Certain scholars (e.g., Meillet 1934: 413)

have proposed that CS had *-ju-stems (e.g., zmiji). Meillet
1918: 99 suggested that several nouns ending in *-d- were
original *-U-stems, and that these exerted influence on
other nouns with an ending in $-d-. Yet others derived from
old. supines }n *-tu- with a *-k- based suffix added (see
below under‘t-bztﬁkﬁ).

These nouns can be grouped thus:

i) Nouns ending in derivational suffixes.

a) *-nb-: #¢inu, *grunu-, *sanu-, sstanu, *synu I1I?7 ,

stirnu-, *groznu-

b) *-ru-: sdaru-, *miru, *piru-, *ziru

1i) Nouns formed by the addition of other vocalic

formants: s-u-. + V(#-5-, %-a-, #-i-).

*bof'- (sboruo-), *deru, (*deruos), *golu-(xgolua-),

rkoru (xkorua), ivétﬁ?(*vét’i-).

N

iii) Possible original *-ju-stems.

*mpzi-, svraci-, szmiji-, ®znoji-, #*loji-

f Nouns ending in the suffix -t Oku-.
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+-bytUku-, #-Cetuku-, *-jetU-ku-, *-pletu-ku-

v) Nouns ending in #*-du-.

sgrozdu-, *jadu-, ledu-, *plodu-, *redu-, *sadu-,

ssmordu-.
which possibly exerted an influence on: . .

*adl-, *gadu-, *qVrdu-, *rodi-, *sodu-, trudu-, udu-,

+zidg-.'®

3) A detailed discussion of certain forms.

+

At this stage the following nouns will \be discussed:

tabld, *¢inu-, *daru-, *deru-, *dolu-, *grexu-, *jadu-,

tkVrtu-, *koru-, slésu-, *loji-, #*nizu-, *pisu-,*plodu-, .

spodi-, *redu-, *sanu-, *sVldu-, *stanu-, *tirnu-, #*tulku-,

sturqu-, *veéku-, *vidu-, *vunu-, *bytuku-.

—

i) sablu- - "apple" usually appears in the modérn
Slavic languages with a #*-k- suffix (e.g., R 4640KO, P
jabtko, Sk jablko, SC jabuka). However, suffixless forms

‘such as Bg #0100 (dialectal 4004) are also attested.

The forms quoted above point to-CS'#-Iﬁ4 (not *}) , and
_tﬁerefore Ekkert 1963: 21 and Béfnétejﬁ r§74: 242 accept it
as a former *-Q-stem. Tfubaéev'1974: I: 44 passim, however,
reconstructs it as a former consqhant stem, séxing: "Her 50303.'

' BaHM# BHAETh B HEM -u~ OCHOBY."

N
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The IE cognates are not of much assistance here:
Germanic and Celtic back up the theory of a reconstruction

*ablu-: OE =ppel < #ablu-, OI ubull < *abli-, whereas Baltic

seems to show an original consonant stem (with secondary
root vocalism, see Trubacev 1974: I: 45) - Lith dbuolas,
obelis, OPr woble etc.

It has been proposed (?orzig 1954: 197) that the Slavic
root is borrowed from the Celtic and Gerhanic roots. See

Lane 1933: 251,

ii) *¢inG~ - "rank" seems to range between definite
+-U-stem (Thorndahl 1974: 22) and possible *-u-stem .
(Scholvin 1877: 508—9), It is attested in OCS tekts with

-*-u-stem endings several times and has several #*-u- based
derivatives: R qéuosnux (<0Cs) - "bfficial;,"op czznowatz“
"in the military".. There is alsoia possible cognate outside
Sl;vic, which would strengthen this hypothesis; Skt cinéti'-'

"arrange" (-o-<#-au/ou).

iii) *daru- - "gift" has no *-u-stem cognates outside
Slavic: Gk Swpov, Latvgéggg;and Skt géggg all seem to point
to an original *-o6-stem. This point i5\¢aken.up by Bernstejn
1974 250fwhq,}c?nceding the_large number of -u-/-ov- |
derivatives which éuggesf’ah_original *-U-stem (e?é;, R gapo-.

Barh - "to give as a gift", P darownie - "gratis", Bg Z2pOBHT"

- "gifted" etc.), proposes that. #dari- is in fact an

s ‘G .
original o-stem e
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The form *daru- seems to be formed from the root

*do+ru. With #miru, #*piru, and *ziru it makes up a small

group of nouns ending in *-r + vocalic stem formant. Ekkert
1963: 74 passim sees these as old *-u-stems, whereas
Bernstejn 1974: 38 and Trubacev 1974: IV: 192 see them as
x-5-stems which later came under *-u-stem 1nfluence. Most
authorities would assign at least one of them to the
x-u-stems, e.g., Meillet xdaru- and possibly #*miru-, but not

!

spiru- and #ziru- (1934: 331, passim).

iv) -*deru- - "tree, wood" is not attested as a root
.without a stem formant 1n Slavic, but elsewhere in IE it is
(e.g., Gk 8o0pv g.s. 8ovpoos - "spear”, Skt daru - "wood").
Within Slavic it has a host of forms with *-u based suffixes

to back this up, e.g., R gepeBo, P drzewo, Cz drevo, SC

: . " - )
drevo etc., all meaning "tree, wood". It 1s probable that
these neuter forms go back to an *-s-stem, e.g., R Ageaecuun

- "wooden", OCS drévo g.s. drevese (Supr. 402.9).

Besides the Greek and Sanskrit formg quoted above,
A .
there are plenty of IE cognates: OE teoru - "tar", We
derw-en (pl derw) - "oak", ScG dearbh - "certain", Hittite

taru - "wood", Lith derva -"tar".

There are three ablaut grédes attested for this root:

sdert/ dorl/dru, and Slavic shows all three of them, e.g., P

drzewo -"tree"/ zdrowie- '"health"/ drwa - "firewood" (cf.
Friedrich 1970: 140, passim).

v) *dolu- - "valley", #*nizu- "lower part", *vunu-
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-"outside". These forms are treated togethér, as they seem
to be considered original *-u-stems for the same reason -
they have genitive singulars attested with —E‘kwhicg could
easily be not genitive singulars, ?ut simply‘fossilised
adverbial expressions, in the manner of R #3 ZOMy or

HaBepxy, with an early spread of -u from the *-u-stems.)

Russian also has goJoft - "down with..., K" <xdolovi, parallel

\,\

to soMo#t < xdomovi, from the former *iﬂﬁstem-dative

singular.

The earlier scholars tended to assign most, if not all,
of these forms to the *-G*stems,L;.g;, Scholvin 1877: 508-9,
whereas the later scholars either ignore them or are more
cautious: Spiers 1977 does not mention them. Van Wijk 1931:
174 treats them all as adverbs: "Und auch ¥3 BbHOY, 4O HH30Y
_beweisen keine *-u-Stamme, ebensowenig go godoy, und
adverbial gebrauchte goaoy, Einfluss von agbxo;und auch von
Adverbien wie 0Tbd g;ggi ist moglich."” Ekkert does not
mention #vunu-, while he assigns dolu- to the *-0-stems and
treats #*nizu- as one of the "HMMeHa cymecTBHTeIbHHE, KOTOpHE

—
He MOTYT OnTb OObeAHHEeHH IO KaKOMy-J KOO NpH3HAKy B OoNpejedeH-

Hyo Tpymmy" (1963: 86).

Derivatives based on *—O—Stems.of these houns cannot be
found within Slavic, and the IE cognates are all *-0-stems:
OlIc dalr —"valle?", Gk §orog - "round building".??

vi) *greéxu- - "sin", *plodu - "fruit", redu- - "row
‘ redu-

These forms are used as cautionary examples by Bernstejn
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1974: 138, who points out that we have no way of

ascertaining whether the *-4/ov* variant is the older of the
NI

following pairs! sgréxovinu-/sgresinu-, splodovu-/splodinu-,

sredovu-/*redinu-.

vii) *jadu-, sedu- - "poison” is one of Meillet's

+-di-stems (see above). Trubacev 1974: VI: 45-7 connects it

with xéduki-, R egkdR - "caustic”, which is derived from the
root sed- - "eat". Semantically the connection between

poison and eating is not too far-fetched, although the exact
~
nature of the connection is debatable - the root sdo- -

"give" has been suggested as a possible component of this

form also (see Trubacev, Vasmer), cf. Fr poison < Lat

potionem, Ger Gift < geben.

Ekkert 1980: 74 qguotes a large number of IE cognates

showing a $-u-stem extension of the root sed-, e.g.,

Arm erkn < seduon "labour pains”
Gk é&dvwn /Obuvy "pain”

Lat edulis . "gluttonous"
Lith edus "gluttonous"” -

Many of these forms are close to "caustic” semantically,

e.g.,
IE 3ed- -
4 /"eat'
1 ¥
Gk 6bvwny - sed-u R eqkuit -

" "pain” "eating” "caustic”
; (active ‘
: o meaning) ’

Arm erkn ! labour
. pains



59

viii) *kVrtu- -"time". Although\fhis noun is mentioned
by most scholars, it is usually in thg context of being a -
doubtful original *-u-stem, especially with later writers.
Its s-u-stem pedigree is based on the OCS phrase duva kraty
"twice", supposedly a *-U-stem dual, together with Skt kgtuh
- "time" and Lith kartus - "bitter". (Note Lith kaftas
(x-0-stem) "time“); I would like to suggest that further

.
support for the *-U-stem pedigree of this noun comes from
the Slavic reconstruction for "short" (R KOPOTKH# -
comparative- kopode, Sn kratek - comparative - krajsi etc.),
which does seem to show an original *-u-stem (see further,

under adjectives). Ekkert 1963: 86, 93-5 mentions the two

roots, but does not seem to connect them.

ix) skoru- - "sharp point, horn", like *deru-, is not
attested as a root in Slavic, but it does have derivatives
and cognates in oﬁher IE languages which make af original
x-y-stem seém likely: R xopopa - "cow", P krowa - "cow", Bg
xpaBa -~"cow". There is also a Polisﬂ dialectal'form karw <
*kgu + 6, with a Lithuanian cognate karvé - "cow". For a
comprehensive list of the cognates of R KopoBa, see Trubacev
1960: 40. Bernstejn 1974: 242 says that the adaition of *a
to the root happened very early, "BO3MOXHO eme B nocnaaﬂécxuﬁ
nepdos ." Cognates in the rest of IE are plentiful: Lat
cornu- "horn", (with a secondary *-u-stem), cervus -"stag",
We carw - "stag", OHG hiruz -"stag", Gk kopveg g.s. kopvbog -

. "helmet". Related to this root is a form that seems to have
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IE #k:. Latv sarna, R cepHa, P sarna, all meaning "roe-deer”;
see Georgiev 1981: 43. The original meaning of this root

must be "horn", "sharp point", if one takes into account the

following meanings:
Baltic : "cow", "roe-deer”
_ '

"cow", "roe-deer”

r

Slavic:

Latin : "horn","stag"

Greek : "helmet", "horn"

Germanic: "horn", "stag"

Celtic: (We) "stag”, (ScG) carn - "mountain, heap of
stones” |

The best solution seemé to be.this: .

PIE skoru- -

o ——————

. sharp
L://”/,/////,/””” i]if \

"cairn", "helmet"” "horn" ,
"mountain peak" J, $ \ﬂl
ScG carn | Gk kopug Gk kepao "horned’

Lat cornu animal”
Gmc horn

v
"mountain peak" R - KOpoBa
' Lith karvé

cow"

Y o NE

Gm Wetterhorn ' Lat cervus Latv sirna
Far Vadhorni OHG hiruz P sarna
Eng Horns of We carw

Alligin ‘ '
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x) *lesu- -"forest™. This root does not often ;ppear on
any list of original #-u-stems; only Spig;s 1977: 80
suggests it as a possibility.

There are three reasons for Spiers' proposal:

a) The existence of forms such as R 43 Jecy and B lecy,
showing old genitive and locative singulars in modern
Russian. A form such as 43 zecy (showing the old stress
pattern) is of a comparatively rare type, and could point to
an original #-uU-stem. A form such as B iecy is of much less
~value, since the former #*-U-stem ending -y has greatly
extended its range in Russian (see Thorndahl 1974). Several
nouns have taken over this ending in an exclusively locative
meaning, e.g., mkag - "cupboard” - B mxady .

b) The presence of derivatives, such as P lasowy -
"forest (adj)", Cz lesovna - "forester's house", lesovy
'"forgst (adj)".

c) The presence of a possible cognate #*-u- baséa form
in OE: las g.s. laswe "pasture”, ME leasow - "pasture land.”
g ‘1 propose thgt tlesu- is probably an old *-ﬁ-stém,

foilowing Spiers 1977: 80. '

xi) *loji- - "tallow"™, mentioned in passing in Georgiev

1981: 339 is another possible *-ﬁ—sgem. It has *-u based
cognates in Lithuanian (lajus- "tallow") and Greek (&Aatov -

"0il"). Within Slavic, Polish has a derivative 1ojowy.

xii) *pisu- -"dog". In his 1959 article Ekkert was
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hopeful that the connection of this root with Go faihu -
"cattle", Lat pecus g.s. pecoris, Skt pasu -"id" would hold
(1959: 120-2), but in his longer 1963 study he seems to have
changed his mind, coming out in favour of the connection of
this form w{th spistru- - "many-coloured” (1963: 86-7),
following Trubacev 1860: 19-22.

Recently a totally différent etymology was proposed by
Hamp (1980: 35-42). He points out that the form
reconstructed for PIE-as tkuon - "dog", has reflexes in all
IE dialect continua apart from Slavic (1980: 39-40)
according to the standard theory. Hamp suggests that the
"earliest recoverable form fqr the lexical entry 'dog’
should be reconstructed as speku-, and that the zero-grade
ablaut variant was generalised throughout IE, giving spkun.
Later, the *p- would have dropped everywhere exkept early
CS, where vowel insertion in the zero-grade would have
resulted in #piku.” The addition of a feminine suffix #*-ja

could have resulted in a new back formation #pis- on the

model of bogynja /bog-, drugynja/drug- etc. > s#pisynija

/%pis-.

The question is: would this new *pis- have been
assigned to the *-U-stems or to the #-0-stems? Ekkert 1959:
121 musters a large number-of derivatives within Slavic

which seem to point to an original #-i-stem: R ncoBasa oxorTa

"chase", Cz psovina -“dog‘s hair", R LycTOoucobunif -
"thick-haired (of a dog)", P psuj - "a man who spoils

everything”, Sn gsovniéa - "abusive person", SC gsovat' -
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"abuse".
In view of these dérivatives and the #*-y- (< *x-u) in
A
spisynja, it is quite possible that this new back formation

entered CS as a *-u-stem.

x1ii) 'podu- - "lower part, floor, (prep) under". As far
as I am aware, this derivation is being propoéed for the
first time. My reasons are as follows: M

a) This noun ends in #*-du, and could be member of the
group referred to above, prsposed by Meillet.

b) The attested form spodu - "from under” in Polish may
point to an 6riginal #-u-stem. (It may, however, have been’
formed in the same way that van Wijk suggests for *dolu,

svQanu-, *nizu-.)

c) A cognate exists in Germanic: Go gg;Q; - "foot" 1is
definitely a :-G-stem, though the equivalent.forms in North
and West Germanic are consonant stems.

Other cognates show an #*-0-stem or a consonant stem, SO
here the evidence is admitfedly sketéhy:

Lat pes pedis - "foot"

Gk movg wmoboo - "foot" mebov - ain"

v

Iﬁiﬂﬂ - "infaniry"

Skt padah - "foot" pat - "foot"'®

OI eadh (< *pedon) - "space”

Lith padas - "sole"

I woﬁld like to suggest\that gggg - "under" is an

original #-u-stem accusative singular. For the relationship

-

3



between po and podu, see Osten-Saken 1911.

xiv) *sani- - "high rank” is one of the nouns most
frequently cited as an original *-u-stem. However, 1t has
two possible etymologies, one of which could cast doubt on
its original *-u-stem pedigree. It cog}éy on the one hand,
be cognate with Skt sanu- -"summit, top”. In additlon, it
appears several times in OCS texts with *-u-stem endings and _
there are also a number of derivatives, e.g., sanovitu-
jgendowed with worth". On the other hand, it could just as
easfly be a borrowing from Turkic (Dahube Bulgar), on the
evidence of Cagatay san - "a great number". However, there
is no reason to reject the possibility that if sanu- is a

borrowing, it was borrowed straight into the *-u-stems.

xv) #sV1di- - "malt". This is proposed as a *-u-stem by
Thorndahl 1974: 22, mainly on the basis of the Ukrainian
genitive singular cousog, cosioAy , the adjective *sVliduku- -

"sweet”, and the Lithuanian saldus - "sweet".

xvi) sstanu- =~ "camp, pqsition", is usually accepted by
many scholars as an original #-u-stem. It is analysed és
being from the root i§£3 - "stand" +nu~, and occurs several
times in earlier texts with *-u-endings. It also has

numerous derivatives : R cTaHOBMTbhCA - "become”, P stanowny

- "adult”, Sn stanovisce -. "apartment”, Pb staneiste -

"camp", U crauiBHuft - "constant”, and a host of others.
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However, there are no nominal cognates outside Slavic.

]

xvii) #tirnG- - "thorn" seems to have a fairly good
case to be considered an original *-U-stem. It is attested
with a *s-U-stem instrumental singular in an OCS text (see
Ekkert 1963: 53), which is rare in South Slavic (see III A).

Derivatives are plentiful: Cz trnovnik - "acacia”, Sn ternov

- "thorny", R I€pHOBHUK - "blackthorn”, U TepHOBATHR -
"thorny"‘étc.

In addition to this, it has a clear cognate in
Germanié: Go paurnus - "thorn.” I am rather surprised that
Ekkert 1963: 53-4 relegated his discussion of xtirnu- to a
footnote, as its pedigree seems to be as good as many of the

forms discussed above.

Y

EY

xviii) *tdlki- - "sense"” seems to have been neglected
as a possible original *-ﬁ—stem, although there is ample
evidence to confirm this reconstruction, In this instance we
have three sepérafe indications.

a) The existence of fossi%ised expressié?s such as R fes
TOAKY - ?with0ut sense." |
| b) The existence of nuﬁerous -u/ov- based derivatives,

e.g., R ToJKOBaHHe - "interpretation”, M ToakyBa -

”

"interpret”, M ToaKoBeH - "one-language (dictionary)
c) A possibl@cognate is attested from Old Irish:

® . :
-tluch (ad-tluch - "thank", to-tluch --"ask"). Lithuanian

tulkas and related form$ are explﬁﬂhed&as borrowings from

a A\
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Slavic, see Vasmer 1973.

Xix) *turgu- - "tradé" seems to have more reason to be
‘included as a *-u-stem than is generally believed. It has
numerous derivatives within Slavic, e.g., R Iopropath - "to
trade”, roprosad - "trade” etc. Qutside élavic there are
cognates in Baltic: Lith tufqus, Lafv tirqus - "i1d". Further
support comes from the Finnish place-name Turku < CS sturgu,

where many other Finnish borrowings from Slavic have -a\

e.g., pakana < CS #*poganu.

xx) svéku - "age"” has various points of evidence to
suggest that it is an original *-yu-stem. It 1is proposed by
Spiers 1977: 80 as a possible example. He cites the ’

n

Lithuanian form veikus - "swift, fast." Further support

comes from within Slavic: R Bexoaéﬂ - "ancient", P wiékowa¢

- "to spend the rest of one's days", SC vjekovit -
"eternal”", M Bexosur - "id." and fixed expr?551ons such as R

%
Ha CBOEM Beky —‘"in one's lifetime."

xxi) svidu- —"appearancg, form, Shape,‘kind, species,
aspedt," "how a thing is seen or looked at" (see Herman 1975
for parallels in English and Latin).

This form is not usually cited as an original *-u-stem,
' but has many of the attributes of one, including fossilised

expressions such as R Ha BHiy - "in view"; H3 BdAy - "out of
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sight™. There are also several derivatives: Bg BHZOB -
"aspectual”, P widowisko - "spectacle”, R BHAOBUR .-
"aspectual”. !

There also seems to be a cognaté: 0l fius - "knowledge"

. \ - ) )
< sweid-tus, where the *-Uu is secondary (as 1n Latin cornu,

see above).

3 .

xxii) -*bytUku- < #-by- - "be", -sCetuku- <#*-Ce- -

"begin", -%jetuku- < *-je- - "take"”, -spletuku- < x#plét-

"pleat”, -*statukuy- - < *sta- - "stand*,/vitakﬁ—"-< *-vi- -
"wind". | ]

| These forms seem to be derivgd from verbal roots with a
+-tu - extension, and then a subsequent *-ko- extension,

They seem to be related to the supine forms attested in OCS

and in modern literary Slovenian. There are cognate forms in

‘Sanskrit (-tum, e.g.,kartum) and Latin (difficile dictu est
- "it is difficult to say").

a: . - - . -
Within Slavic there are several derivatives, mostly

from prefixation. Indeed, *—vitﬁk&-@ﬁg it attested without

a prefix, but is inferred by Ekkert on the grounds of the

attestation of OCS svituku < #*su-vitu+ku- "roll, book".

%g?mples include: R HeJ0CTATUK -A"lack, insuffigigncy", P

poczatek - "beginning”, R H30WTOK - "abundance’.

For a complete discussion, see Ekkert 1963: 68-74.

<

Conclusion.
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It ié not the main topic of this thesis to decide
exactly for or against the *-u-stem pedigree of a given
noun. We will never know the history in many of the cases
cited above. However, the evidence and references to further
evidence presented in this section shows that the CS
*-y-stems weré far more widespread than might appear at
first glance. It is true that less than ninety substantives
have been listed above, and it is faf from clear that all of
them were indeed original *-U-stems. It is quite probable,
hghever, that many of the above forms were of fairly high
frequency (possibly, e.g., *domu - "house”, *glﬁg - "son",
*pisu - ;dog" etc.*'), and that this could have lent some
impetus to the remodelling proposed in I A, II B, II C, II
D. |

In other IE languages, h6w9ver, the *fﬁ—stems

retreated, and in some places they vanished, leaving only a

few traces.

4) The *-U-stem adjectives in Slavic.

The *—G-stem.adjectives do not form és important a part
of this dissertation as do the nouns. There are no Slavic
'*+G-stem adjec;ives as such, even in the earliest attested
texts, bat several can be reconstructed by‘strippihg away
the derivatioﬁglfguffikes, notably #-k-. Many of them have

cognates 'in other IE languages, especially Lithuanian.
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A -

Sevéral original *-U-stem adjectives with a #*-k- suffix
lose this suffix in the comparative. These Qill be indicated
below. It should be noted thatAnot all original *-u-stem
adjectives have this #*-k- suffix,'e.g.,-*mVidG* below.v

Trubetzkoy 1924: 130 points out that there seem to have
been two classes of adjectives with *—0; formants 1n IE:
deverbative adjectives and non-deverbative adjectives. He
lists several examples of both types (the deverbativeg below
will be accompanied by éheir verb). He also points out that
adjectives in CS were all assigned to the £-(3)6- and
x-(jla-stems. |

According to T}ubetzkoy 1924: 132, mahy of the original -
*-u-stem adjectives with the *-k- enlargement can be

hel

construed as having a di%&nutive force, e.g., *Qzuku- -
"narrow", xtinuku- - "thin"., These fo;ms iﬁ *-yko-- could °

have been extended to include the deverbative adjectives

1s0: I
also i
"En slave. commun, ces adjectifs déverbatifs en *-u-
ont regu un sens spécial. Ils signifiaient 'apte,
habile a produ1re telle%?ultelle action, produisant
facilement, aisement telie ou telle action'. Cette
51gn1f1cat1on pouvait parfois adqpter une nuance
pprisante ou moqueuse. On congoi® aisément que le
sens des adjectifs en guestion permettait d'en’
former des diminutifs en *-uko-, sans begucoup
modifier leur signification primitive."™ (1924: 135)

2

One drawback to Trubetzkoy S theory is the word for

young in CS: R uoxogoﬁ - P mIo y, Cz’ mlaé@ SC mlad etc.
Ekkert 1963: 122-124 assembles.a considerable amount of

evidence to show that this, too, is an oriiginal *-u-stem:

[ m———
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a) fossilised expressions such as R cmoJgoay, Cz z mladu

etc.

»

b) a host of cognates in other IE languages: OPr

malduni, Skt mpdu, Lat mollis - "soft” < #moldutis.

\

This form would seem to be rather a serious objection

to Trubetzkoy's theory.

Below is given a list of possible original *-u-stem

adjectives, with cognates.

ADJECTIVES

sblrzu-
- —— T
2 *celu-

—_

3 xdirzu-ku-

sedu-ku-
xemu-ku-

*gadu-ku-
£gv1du-ku-

U

xgludu-ku-

*gzbg;k6~
0 *xzalu-ku-

— 0 O

1 xkolu-ku-

12. xkVrtu-ku-
13 skrusi-ku-

14 xlepu-ku-
15 *11qu-ku-

16 *lipu-ku-
17 *lovu-ku-
18 *lupu-ku-
19 *metu-ku-'
20 *mV1du-

MEANING

quick
whole

impertinent

caust¥c
capacious
nasty

smooth

smoothly fitting
supple -
unpleasant

easily split

short

tenacious ,
good at climbihg
light

sticky
nimble
easily split
well-aimed
young

/
POSSIBLE-
COGNATES (or
verbal roots)
Lith burzdus
OE halu OPr
kailustiskan
Gk 8pacvo Skt
*dhrsnu ’
(<*ed- Sat)
(<*em-take)
rqadu- -
"reptile”
Lith glodus
Lith glaudus
(< =xgqub - bend)

Lith gélus
\

+

(<*kol- pierce);
Lith kalus

Lith kartus
Lith krusus
Lith laipus

Lat levis Gk
¢haxvo

i<*1;p—)

Lith lavus

~ Lith Iupus

Lith metus
Lith mi1ldus Skt

mrduh




v
21 *murzu-ku- nasty ]
22 *nosu-ku- productive (of a Lith nasus
hen)
23 *ostru-- sharp Lith astrus
24 *ozu-ku- narrow Go aggwus Skt
amhuh
25 spadu-ku- having a weakness (< #*padu-ku)
for ’
26 xpulzu-ku © .creeping ‘ (< =pulz-) *
27 *pylu-ku arduous . (< =pyl-)
28 srredu-ku- rare Lith etdvas
29 *rrezu-ku- sharp Lith raizus
30 *robu-ku- shy (<xrob-)
31 xsV1du-ku- sweet Lith saldus
32 ~%sto071-ku- staunch (<xstoj-
33 *ti1nu-ku- . thin Lat tenuis Skt
tanuh
34 *tezi-ku- heavy Lith tingus
35 *vVrtu-ku- flighty . (<*vert-§
36 xxodu-ku- saleable (<xxo0d-)
37 *zoru-ku- sharp-eyed (<xzir-)

The adjectives which kpse the #-k- suffix in the

comparative are as follows: #dirzu-ku, *gaduku-, #*gladu-ku-,

*kVrtu-ku-, smurzu-ka, #*ozu-ku-, *rédu-ku-, *sVldu-ku-.

For further discussion see Trubetzkoy 1924, Arumaa

[y
2y

1948, Ekkert 1963. %)

5) Conclusion.

There weré‘pgssibly eighty or ninety #*-u-stem nouns in
CS. They seem to g;yelbeen far more widespfead than many
scholars allow. In addition, one can reconstruct nearly
forty original *-u-stem adjectives. Séveral of the nouns

were of high freguency.

71
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Since there appear to have been so many *-u-stems, it
, , :
is not surprising that they seem to have exerted such a
great influence on the rest of the CS nominal declensional

system. In Il it will be argued that this influence extends

further than has previously beert supposed.



I1. The reconstruction of Auslautgesetze in Slavic

A. §4morpholoqical framework

1) Introduction - the special problems of final

syllables.

In I A it was stated that an attempt would be made to
reconstruct a part of the morphology of CS without proposing

Auslautgesetze. It is now time to justify this proposal, and

to suggest an alternative to handle the material.

In IE languages, especially those of the earlier,
heavily‘inflected type, the final syllable is often crucial
to the comprehension of the word. Much syntactic and
semantic information is contained in the various nominal and

verbal endings. Consider the following sentences in OCS:

Petru ljubitu locana Peter loves John
Ioana ljubitu Petru
Petra ‘1jubitu Ioanu John loves Peter

Iocanu ljubitu Petra

If we were to delete the declensional ghd conjugational -
endings, we would have twe possible meanings to choose from:

Petr- 1ljub- Ioan-

The only information conveyed in that instance would be
that the act of Joving is going on, and we could not deduce
who the agent and patient are respectively, except by the

context, and in theory, by word order.®?

73
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In other IE languages the meaning is often shown by the
order of elements: Subject-Verb-Object (e.g., English),
Verb-Subject-Object (e.g., Gaelic), Subject-Object-Verb
(e.g., Hindi). These ofteﬁ have meagre inflectional systems.
CS, on the other hand; preserved the greater part of £ﬁe |
nominal inflectional system inherited from Late Northern IE.
This inflectional system,lhowever, has underéone a .great
deal of change in the co;rse of time.

There are two types of changes whichﬂwe need to
consider here - phonological and morphological .®? Both types

are abundantly attested in the history of the known IE

languages, and therefore it seems fairly plausible that both

types should be reconstructed for the respective prehistoric

periods.
The problems, however, begin here: do we assign greater

~welght to the phonological or morphological“type of

expianation?_Zuravlev 1974 32 points out that every one of

the plural endings of the Russian #-0-stem declension i?wthe

result of a morphologicals not a phonological change, e.g.,

Modern - 0ld Russian **
Russian ' .

N patu as opposed to padH

A paGoB : padu

G paboB <+ pabb

D padam . paboMsb

1 paGamd S ~ pabu

L patax , : padsXb

However, to show what we are faced with, we can cull a
counter-examplé from Modern Rﬁssiad: the plural declension

of the feminine x-a-stems, where eQeny one of the endings is
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the direct, lineal phonological descendant of its 0ld

\

Russian eguivalent, with no visible interference from

morphological factors. S
A
Modern Olde¢Russian
Russian o g
N rOJI0BH as opposed to roJioBa
A 0JOBH I 0J0Bh
G roaoB ' ) roJ40Bb
D rOJ0BaM roJoBaMb
1 r0JOBaMH C0J0BaMHU
L

roaoBax- ) : rojoBsaxbs

At the time of writing no adequate solutions have been
proposed to this very serious question 1in historical
reconstruction: how can we accurately weigh the merits of a

15
purely phonological or a morphological dovelopment?

(’ 2) The case for Auslautgesetze.

i) Introduction.

First we wil]l examine ‘the p§9§9;nd~cons of proposing.a
' ' wed . P
purely phonological development. TR1s sort of proposal
.\ ‘

normally involves the reconstruction of one or more

Auslautgesetze. Many scholars have sought to explain

phenomena in Slavic morphology by means of Auslautqesetze

(e.g., Leskieh 1963, Fortunatov 1957 (posthumous), Hirt «.

Prinz 1977, Schelesniker 1964, Feinberg 1978

etc. The idea of Auslautgesetze seems to have been carried:
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‘further in Slavic than elsewhere.
) :

ii) A Definition of Auslautgesetze.

As pointed out by Ludtke (1966: 117), there seemﬁio be

two sorts of Auslautgesetze: quantitative and qualitative.

Ludtke further pointed out that in Germanic and Baltic (he

might have added Celtic), Auslautgesetze invariably include

quantitative changes, e.g.,
CG sxdago®m) OIc,daga (reduction of o and the loss of #*m
(i

in final positian).

CG *stainam > Runic staina (loss of #m in final

position).

Early Goidelic =*uiros > Oir fer(loss of final short

oy

T

fe

syllable). a5

Ye o

Latin amat >%6panish ama (loss of final dental) .

L]

East Baltic *dievoi > Lith diévui (shortening of final

long syllable).

L}

Slavic shows similar quantitative sound chahges

throughout its history.

v

cs *ulkod > OCS vlika (loss of-final dental stop).

< -

CS xrankan > *rokd > P rgké (shortening of the final

long nasal vowel).
- [

CS *ngué > 0Cz hlava (shorteniﬁg of the final long
vowel). : - ‘

_ OR *vilkl > R Boak (loss of final weak jer).
In most reconstructions, however, exclusively

qual itative Auslautgesetze are proposéd for- Slavic. They are
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never proposed for word-initial or word-internal syllables,

e.g., PIE *mate(r) > OCS mati

. (The *e reconstructed on the basis of evidence from
other IE languages is raised, without Joss of length, to
‘:—i. (see II H). PIE #akmo(n) > OCS kamy.

(The %0 reconstructed on the basis of evidence from

77

other IE languages is raised, without loss of length, to *-u

(> y) (see II F). PIE *ulgdns > OCS vluky (< #-U).
The %6 reconstructed on the basls of evidence from:
other IE languages is raised before the following nasal,

which is then dropped, causing compensatory lengthening 1in

the #-u- (< #-06-). (Later on the #-s is dropped and the #*-u

is delabialised to -y- (see II D).
If the above developments are accepted, they seem to
show direct ﬂ‘onological correspondences. Thus the simple

Auslautgesetz can be made to accounthfor'the following

?

(Cretan) Gk Avkovo (Attic)'kvxovb
Go wulfans ]
Skt vrkan » (sandhi variant) vrgkams

which»ﬁhe majority of scholars relate to OCs vliky(see II

D).

At this stage it should be emphasised that the loss of

final obstruerits in CS is not am Auslaﬁigesetz: it is part

of the law of the open syllable, whereby every syllable must

“ end in a vowel (see Zuravlev.1961),-This sound change

- W

applies word-internally, and wprd-initially, as well as.

word-finally.
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iii) The Auslautgesetze traditionally proposed for

Slavic.
There has already been much written on Slavic

Auslautgesetze, either as a section in a larger work devoted

to the entire phonology of (0)CS, or as a study in its own

right. As has been pointed out above, Auslautgesetze are

closely bound up with inflectional morphology, and so very

often the boundaries between the subjects are not altogether

clear.

Basically, the Auslautgesetze proposed for CS can be
. —

summed up thus:

a) A tendency to raise mid back-vowels in final

ey

syllables before a nasal sonant,

I C) *-om > £-Um

e.g., A.S.(I
o ' . N.S.(II F) *-on > £-un
- A.PL.(II D) £-0ns > x-UNs

\Several.scholars (e.g., Fortunatoy 1957, Ferrell 1965a)

would extend thigs proposed raising to final #*-s also:

-u
-u

*
*
n

>
S

-0
-0

)]

N.S.(II B)
G.S.(I1 B)

e.g.,.

Y

»
n
»*
(&2}

b) Whereas most #~UNC# combinations develop to *-YC#,

*-UN# combinat{onsgsimply drdp the final nasal sonant and
,_deQelop t;,*—ﬁ#. . |

| ' c)-The,combina£ioﬁ *féns#‘aevelops thus: #-0ns > *-Uns#
S sGng > A-Bf > oy | | —

o
\ <

iv) Forms explained by‘AUslaudﬁisetzé.

" | | |
, ' o

_ . !

s " :



Several forms in Slavic languages seem to support the
reconstruction of a development PIE #-dm(s) > CS #-u, and
this is one of the main reasons for proposing special

Auslautgesetze. At first sight the evidence looks extremely

impressive, viz.:

EN

a) The nominative singular masculine of *-n-stems. :

kamy < *kamon(kamons) ) (see II F).

b) The accusative plural #*-6- and *-a- stem ending (see
11 D).

¢) The accusative singular *-6-stem ending: vluku <
xulgom (Fee I1 C).

d) The genifive plural of #-6-stems, #*-a-stems etc.

v1ikda < *ulgofl (see II D).

e) The ‘nominative singular masculine/neuter of the

present participle active: nesy < tnekon(t)s (see II E).

f) The first person singular aorist : mogu < *mogdm

(see II1 F). o ?

This proposal receives apparenévsuppoft%frOm the

developments proposed for the *-u- and *—i-stems,'eiq.,w”

-

A.PL.(II C)  #*-uns > *-u > -y

A.S.(II D) #-um > ., *+-0 ‘ .
~ A.PL. S kr 1ps > - x-1

A5, ¢ I > 7 *-i

o . '
j/g) The accusative singular *-Uu-stem ending":'sxnﬁ <
s#sunum (see II C). )

o

h) The accusative pluraly *- ﬁ stem end1ng : syMy <

xsununs (see II D).

79
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i) The accusative singular *-i-stem ending : gosti <

tgostim (see II C).

j) The accusative plural t-i-stem ending : gosti <

*gostins (see II D).

This 1is a foémidéble list, and it would seem to
indicate that not all *-VN- combinations in CS developed
into *-Y. According po the traditional hypéthesis, some.of 3
them would not have been nasalised. We can sketch the<order'
thus:

1) Raising éf *O to *u before-N# or. Ns#:

» *ulqg% > xulqum ‘ )

tkamon > *kamun

I

*ulgdéns > *ulquns .
2) Loss of #-m# after short high vowels in a final
syllable:

*ulgum > *ulqu

*gostim > *gosti

3) Loss of *-s and compensatory lengthening of. a
precediﬁg *x-un-(*-in-), followed by the less of the
resulting final *-n:

‘*sUnuns > *sunun > syny

fnesuns > *nesun > nesy : .

xgostins > #*gostin > gosti B ]

Iy

\
v) Concluding remarks

So far, this all}looks very neat and plausible, at-
least for the material under discussi®n. Slavic is attested

) .

¢
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as denasalising its nasal vowels over a wide area 1n the
historically attested period. The proposal above can be
bolstered by referring to recent work on nasalisation, which
has shown that during a period of loss af nasalisation in
vowels, high vowels tend to lose it earlier than other

vowels (Ruhlen 1978 227-8).

3) The Case against Auslautgesetze.

1) Fixed stress v. mobile stress.

At the beginning it should be emphasised that CS was a
different type of language from CC and CG in one important
respect. Eoth the latter languages nad one rhing.in common -
the f1x1ng of stress on the 1n1t1al syllable of a word b

accompanled by a mass1ve reduction and syncope of final apd

lntePnaI‘unstressed‘syllables (but see d'Alguen, \
forthcbming).“° cs, on the other hand, seems to have y
preserved a mobile stress pattern' final and 1nternal
syllables, whether 'long or .short, could bear the ictus. The’
earliest attested Slavic'(OCS)-still shows nearly ‘all the
Syilables reconstructed for its IE ancestor. Long syllables

can occur anywhere (e.g., roka ; zna395t1 etc.) and final

short vowels can still: bear the stress “(e. g., perd), in

contrast to Ital1c, Celtlc& and Germanic. These languages
. J

uslauggesetze because thelr flnal

.

may well have had genuine

- syllables were unstressed, and these Auslautgesetze ‘may have -

S
. %



corresponded to similar changes in internal syllables®’
Slavic preserved final syllables because they were
stressable, like any other syllables. In Slavic, therefore,
we should be reluctant to propose special developments for
vowels 1in final syllablee (see Kurytowicz 1968: 248 and
Georgiev 1969: 37).

Certain scholars, proposing qualitative Auslautgesetze

A
have taken stress into account, e.g., Hirt 1892, 1904-5,

Agrell 1913, Prinz 1977. These proposals will be discussed

in detaill with refenence to the relevant Auslautgesetz (see

LY

especially II B).

/
%

N -

ii) Forms not explained satisfactorily by the , j&%ﬁf

traditional Auslautgesetze. 2

a) The third person plural aorlst ending, e.g., mogQ <
*mogont ‘ ‘ ) o

This ending 1is normally explalned by po1nt1ng to the
influence of a flnal dental stop, which is said.to have
blocked the ralslng and denasalisation postulated for - on%

(see, e.g., Shevelov 196&x»333)

Parallel to the proposed development of *-ons, however

*mogént should have developed thus: *mogdnt > *mogﬁnt >
*mogﬁn'> xmogy. This would have fltted in w1th the |
development 1in tﬁ% present part1c1ple active (see II G)

It seems extremely odd that the *-o- in,fjéns should ‘
.have,undergone raising while the *-0- in x-ont Sh%ﬁld not.

Relaﬁive chronology complicates the situation yet further:

| -

-t
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x-t# is thought to have been have been lost before *-s#.

By the time thet Slavic 1s first‘attested,.;t has' lost
all the final consonants reconstructed from cognate forms
‘elsewhere in IE. Therefore 1f weueish to hypothesise the
orgeﬁlin.which the different types of consonants were lost =
we have to“rely on eéxdence from related languages (see I
A). There does not’seem to h;;e been much studg undertaken
on this problem,_and any cofelusions reached here are of a’
tentative nature. |

The comparative evidence 1is inconélusive.“Romance and
Germanic seem to point to the following order: 1} nasal

e : . .
sonants 2) *-t 3) *-s,°® whereas Baltic seems to point to

‘the reverse order: 1)#-t 2) nasal sonants 3) *-s (Stang
' =«

R
N

ﬁ966: 114).

Greek preservesvnasal soﬁants epd *—s‘ig final
position,%ﬁut not %*-t. The comparati i evideoce poihtsAtos
the loss of f—t before’the earliest ?ttestations. |

It should:be born in mind, howe&er, that sound change
i's not a rigidly delineated orocess; It is“ftequéntly e
oloeked'br diverted by certain factors, and often fafls to
affect particular words (see Schmalstleg 1980: 29)

-Therefote it is p0551ble that one S

operative before, durlng,‘and af ophér. s . - f

P N

Relatlve chronology should therefore bé Used w1th :

caut1on. Taken in. conjunct1on w1th the otver pleces of/

ev1dence-used in this section, however,vft presents a

|

problem for the advocates of speéiéI Ausldutgesetze. |
: : . j

4

ind chang could be -

%
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b) The nominative singular neuter of the pr.p.a.

Another problem is the *-6n(t)s combination
reconstructed for the nominative singular.neuter of the
pr.p.a. (see II G). Aside from the oft-discussed dialectal
differences, these forms present several problems,

Let us éonsider the standard proposéls for the forms

containing a nasal sonant or a *-t in a final syfilable,

i.e.,
N I - -
A.S. *-om > *-um > *-u -y
A.PL. - *¥-0ns > *-uns > *-un > -y
(aorist)  *-ont > *-unt > *-Q > *-0
(pr.p.a.) =-ont(s) t-unt(s) > #-un(-u)> =-y
AN

Phonologically, the neuter pr.p.a. n/a. s. Yould have
been identical to the aorist form quoted above, sof we would
expect to see an #*-0Ont } +-0 Yere also '(see II G).%°

c) The nominati singular masculine/neuter present

participle active /of the #-i- conjugation, e.g., OCS mole <
smodlins. This férm is usually explained?aé‘analogicalz a

generalisation of the nasal that appears in the oblique

‘cases (thus in non-final position), e.g., mole/molesta etc.,

< tmoli/molgéta. I propose that, in iéctc mole is the

regular development of #*modlins (see II G).

d) The reflexes of +-UN combinations in Inlaut and

Anlaut. j> -
‘The hypotheses discussed above apply only to“the final

syllable of a word. This gives grounds for grave concerR on

two counts. .
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. L oen

| 4

a) It is now generally accepted that *in/#un, *im/*im
occurred in medialvpositibn in Slavic. It is normally
proposed that these #-UN- combinations developed to:nasal
QOwels before consonants like any other *-UN- combinations.
Why  should it hd%e been any different iﬁ Auslaut?

B) Other'*—%ﬁﬁ combinat'oﬁé develop tJ nasal vowels in
Slavic, |

e.g., OCS n/a. s. vréme < #uert-meén

It i{ farqgore reasonable to reconstruct the final
syllablé of this form with a short vowéi, than with the
ofteﬁ-posited *-men. Neuter consonant stems in PIE do not
.seem to have had ; léngthened grade_in the n./a. singular,
whereas masculine (and later feminine) consonant stems do.

\ This seems to hold for Slavic also. In the neutef-*-s-stem
{n./a.s. §lggg,ffor‘example, the final -0 can only go back to
é short vowel in PIE.

A

Such a reconstruction (a shbrt vowel in the final
A

syllable) is much more plausible than certain fér@s which
have been proposed.®'

I'n ggggg, thereforé, we have a clear example of a *UNy
combination developing to #V.

e) The accusative plural eﬁding of the
masculine}feminine #-jé/jé-étems, e.g., OCS moze < *ﬁoggiégg

\
(see 1I D). This example/is normally used to supporg the

standard theory of Auslautgesetze, because it shows the

. / S .
*y/jélalternation (see Ferrell 1965a: 102). However, such a

~ﬁroposal.causes two problems which have never been properly

!
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b

discussed: an orderxng problem, and a problem in

phonologlcal 11ke11hoo .

.The standard theqr states that CS #3j6 > *jé before the
. \\ . : .

\
~

raising of CS #-6- to #-3- preceding a nasal sonant in final

position. This change'(c\ +j0 > +j&) would therefore haveiﬁ

. . \‘
had to6 take-place in Slavic before the proposed merger of I
. ) . |
PIE *a and #0. N\ \
‘ ) N
Since the merger of PY{E *a and %0 is very ancient (it ‘|
, -

is shared with Baltic, Germfanic, Albanian, Indo-Iranjan), it).
\ - \

follows that +j6.> #jé should be more ancient still. And yet\
it is unique to Slavic.®? ‘

| According‘tovthé theory)| the changes should have
proceeded thus:

(unique to Slavic)

(unique to Slavic) B)| +-oNs# > :-aNs#_ ‘

Sheve}ov 19641 1;& -7 rightjly hints at some of the

diﬁflcultxes involved. Rprtland ‘(1978,1979) attempts to

f

buSh the change *-ONs# >\g-»ﬁNs back to the period of

\
\\
\
\

BaltOfSLavic‘unitya”

One might attempt to saws situation by rewversing

the order of elements thus:



v 87
I 1) +j0 >xje : . _ ongjé- > s*mongié- .
- 2) *=3 > »-U/-Ns# o “sgigom *"1§Sm,~ .
3) xo/*a > *a (merger) #dolu- > sdalu- -
to . S
II° 1) *-5 > #-U/-Ns§ - sulgém > sulgim
2) *5/%a > *3a (merger) dolu >  xdalu
3) *ju > *ji _— ‘®mongjuns > *mongjins
:jé > %jé ‘ ' - _ :

N All of these developments would have taken place befone
‘the loss of flnal *-s, wh1chever order 1s reconstructed
If we were to follow II) above, we could postulate a

\

development for the accusat1ve‘plural thus:

Stems . A

| T ae i
1) *ulguns .. . smongjuns
2) *ulgun smongjin
3) VTJE | moze

_ In this instance the problem is one of phonetlc
’Qplau51b111ty- why should "j" in syllable—1n1t1a1 pos:t1on .
preserve the nasalxty of the consonant in syllable £1nal

- position? There are admittedly 1nstances of "j" preserv1ng
the followxng syllable where w1thout ']"1t would have been
vfdropped 5 but ‘as'. far as I know none (apert from the
standard reconstructaonvoflCS{-vhere.a nit would-preserve

nasalisation.,lt seems very implausible.

.§>}) Problems of tYpoloéy;;p

| F1nally, there is one other major problem w1th the

, proposed Auslautgesetze in- CS' it seems that they d1rectly
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contrad1ct general tendenczes wh1ch have been proposed as

putatxve phonolog1ca1 un1versals. ;

-

Th1s 1n 1tsel£ 1s no obstacle to. the1r acceptanoe. One e,

@

should however, at least attempt to explaxn why they should

| be except1ons. Schmalst;eg 1980- 17 8- urges cautxon 1n the

¥

: use of typologxcal arguments in 11ngu15t1c reconstructieh. e

When typologlcal evxdence 1s used in conjunct1on w;th other
types of eV1dence3 however, they‘%an prov1de a strong \

support for the hypothesxs under d15cuss;on (see Bomhara _ ﬁf
*ﬁh Bl

2

I 1981° 468) Analyses wh1ch do not make typolog‘cal

' exceptxons of the Slav1c Auslautgesetze should at least be

L

" ngen far more attentxon than has prev1ously been- the case.ﬁf
k. Ruhlen 1978e 225 6 proposes that,’ durxng any g1ven : {1
per1od of vowel denasalxsat1on, there 1s a chronologlcal |
;é, h1erarchy of env1ronments in whlch nasal consonants are
lost as’ follows-_ : '_'_v {:’f
1).be£ore fr1cat1ve + vowel" ' ,
2) before any other consonant + vowel
3) before any other consonant + pause
o 4) before pause (see 3 11 l) S
H In Slav1c, however, a dlfferent order can be
reConstruCted accordzng to the standard theorY' nasal
1'consonants before a pause would have been lost earller than

many nasal consonants before a frxcatzve ‘in both 1nternal g_:'

%d f1nal syllables, e, g., Aa7

N

tsunum > *SUDU




A tbefore
. *ftgan81 > OCS gg Cl - , -
o '”t]ensu > oCcs ]g R -

'tzemljens > ocs zeml;e.”

el

Ruhlen further suggests that the height of the voweiﬂ}n

89

*question is 1mportan§ He proposes that hmgh vowels (i and u 

~fs1n thzs1nstance)tendxtobethe\iiii: to denasa11se dur1ng o

a period of»denaSalisatiOn.{bne'way‘t brxng the Slav1c
R

*ev1dence in lxne with these typolog}cal tendenc1es would be .

f»to propose that Slavxc was. ltte ‘after | and v had been

‘vdenasal1sed but befbne the lover vowels had

Thxs approach rud@ into d1f£1cult1es, h/"8ver. Shevelov';

1964 325 6 while acceptzng the standard theory Of_‘f

: Aus}autgesetze, draws attentxon to earlxer theor1es which

4state that *- 1n- and t~un- developed to t-1- and u- (> -y)

in 1nterna1 syklables in CS.,stcussing the eV1dence, he 7‘
;r'rejects thxs theory and declares-" ' | \;

. _.",...It is to be 1nferred from these data that
- 1,V were not denesalxsed, but.acquired a' broader:

jartxculat;on 80 that. iy coalesced with ¢.and y with-
”‘io... The exxstence of ; and u in CS was probebly

» ttan31tory. o B L B ‘

_ g I suggest that we should make thxs proposal ot
fShevelov s apply to. word final posit1on 1n cs also, thus
fproducing only one reflex for any ngen t-VN-'comb1natxon,

'cﬂregardless of 1ts pos1txon 1n the vord

PO TEE

"~ iu) The question of long diphthongs (see slso 11 C2).

g

£

e
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Another problem, referred to in greater dete11 in II C,
», is the fate of t-VN# as opposed to. t-VN# combxnations _
‘_AccordxngxtO'the‘s andard theory, * ‘VN# > *-V# long before :
. the rise’of nssaldvowels in 9§, which in flnal pos1txonuu*
mostly der1ve from *-VN#r,; | |
A One would expect t-VN#‘combznatxons to undergo some
sort of‘shortenrng -or trunbat1on-1f «-UN# comb1nat19nsilose‘
“their nasal, and they do not, accordxng to the usual .
 ‘reconstruct1onc it is often proposed that *Vﬁ# combxnatlonst
‘preserve thezr length 1n fznal p031t10n when other long

’dlphthongs lose thezrs.a; SRR ' ' .

v) Summary of the case. agaznst.

f\» It is argued that the trad1t1onal theory of o
}

:“Auslautgesetze was 1nadequate to handle the followxng

“ problems-}[, k
. a) Cer{ain forms referred to 1n 11) above.~

b) It seems that the trad1tzona1 concept of qualxtat1ve .

/

B Auslautqesetze utilxsed fqr the reconstructxon of CS'is
| :ftYP°1091cally unusual | ' o

~'j c) Other elements in the phonologxcal system do not fxti'

',1n well w1th the trad1t1onal Auslautgesetze' e

a) Long dzphthongs

™~

ﬁ) The free stress pattern reconstructed for CS in

. -'contrast to cr, ¢, cc.., i _‘

For a dzscuss1on of sandhz, see II C 3.
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5) Towards a new approach. .

Ci) Introductibn*;\’///

A theory without Auslautgesetze has seVerAlvadvantages;

a) All the difficulties referred to can be

‘s1de stepped ,

; b) More attention has to be paid to the,relatively .
oeglected area of-morphologxcal factors. i 3 | o
¢) We can fit in the development of nasal vowels in
tSlavxc more easzly with the typolog1ca1 tendencxes referred
to above, and so there is less need to say why CS is an
VGXCept1on to these. typolog1ca1 tendenczes.rv_~

AN
\

However, the mere denyxng of Auslautgesetze is not

v
suf£1c1ent What can one offer in its place?

In ‘the followlng sectlons spec1f1c61nstances where

Auslautgesetze‘are tradltlonally proposed will be d1scussed’

'in some de;ail.‘;n‘the remainder of this seétion‘a general
’framework of morphological‘chapge will be discussed{ Iébis'
hoped that this. framework w1ll be adequate to handle the
problems.w' /V | -

Attempts have beeh made before to propose a framework
to handle the morpholog1ca1 evolut1on of the Slavzc!kom1nal\

"5ec1ensxonal system (e g., Mares 1962 1967 1968; Ludtke
11966 Georg1ev 1969 Feznberg 1978) but these have not been

ncomplete. These proposals st111 1ncorporate Auslautgesetze,

‘desp1te attempts to restrzct the1r applxcatlon.



.92

\

ii) slavic .among other Elﬁplanguages.'fjﬁ
From the evzdence qf OCS "OR and OoCz, we can deduce
that CS had the followlné charactdr1st1cs 1n its nominal

system: "4“%v

"3) Preservation of the greater part of the nominal
1nf1ect1onal system reconstructed for late NIE.
b) Preservation of a three—number system: o
singular-dual-plural (reduced oVer much of later Slaiic)\
c);Preservatlon of a three-gender system:
-masculine—femininefneuter (maintained and extended over most

A
A

of Slavic).- )
dj Preservation ot a seven:case‘system° nominative -
| vocatlve - accusat1v§ *‘gen1t1ve - datlve - 1nstrumental -
locat1ve (generally preserved over most of Slav1c' retained
in some places, lost in others, and elaborated in oghers?
Slavic therefore stands in stqgk contrast to other EIE
language groups (Celtrc, Romance Germanic etc?) Balt1c is
Ianother exception, although despite 1ts generally archazc
.nature ‘it has gone further than Slav1cxzn sxmp11fy1ng ]%
‘gender, from mascul1ne-fem1n1ne-neuter to mascu11ne~feminine
(01a Prussxan reta1ned the neuter) Other EIE languages have
}gone much further along the road from 5ynthet1c to analyt1c,
and for several of them this evolut1on can be followed from

" the actual observat1on of texts.

.iii) Prohleus'connected:with“Analogy.

P
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Once‘we]have‘decided to seek a morphological solution,

‘'we have to deoide_which anal&sis'Should‘be ayﬂorted greater

~

"evaluate competing morghological anaIyses.'

weight. A great deal still has to be done before we can

4

v 1y
: i

In this gection an attempt will be made to set up a
system for. handling analogical change (see 1:ahove). Analoéy

is extremely hard to define rigorously, howe&er, and

.repeated attempts to do so have not been crowned with

success (Kurytowxcz 1973, Manczak 1958, K1parsky 1974).
Many scholars are pessmustm about our at@hty to
formulate an all-encompassing theory of analog§’and

morpholog1ca1 change: Lehmann 1962- 190 "...it has’ become

Qquite clear that 1anguages are too complex to permit 51mple .

generalzsat1ons " Andersen 1980: 1: "L1ngu1sts Concerned

-
w1tﬁ h1stor1cal morphology know that the various attempts

- that have been made to expla1n m rphplog1cal change by means

of half-a dozen 'laws of analogy have met with very llttle

e

success ma1n1y because of the=1mmense variety of kxnds of
.change that need to be expla1ned" Leed 1970 p01nts out that'

| 'phonologlcal features also can prov1de the 1mpetus for d'

change'~ hxs exampledof é mn1ch vs, mn151 be1ng a case 1n

Latn

point. Leed further dravs attentlon to the vast number of
._factors ‘that have to be caps1dered and to the 1mp0551b111ty

'o‘of determ1n1ng whether every pert1nent fact has been

1ncluded. Zuravlev 1974-'33 produces ev1dence from Modern

Russxan to show that morphologxcal change tends to, proceed

'by trial and error (1n the same way as chlldren {ttempt to
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syStematiSe the forms that they hear into some sprt of

pattern, see Hoopes°1980) Schmalstieg 1980 lgc, cit. gives

voice to the same sort of caut1on on overly rigid frameworks

for: morpholpglé%l change is he does for typology (see

. Sy @ -~
above) e R

é. I agree thh the above scholars, ebpec1a11y Lehmannn
a19%2, Andersen 1;25; and Sohmalst1eg 1980, Zuravlev 1974 has
'hzghl1ghted a majot aspect of the problem but h1s proposal
st111 begs the questlon - how can. we determzne which =~

.:alternants will be chosen for. which funct1ons? At the moment
we are st111 very far from answer1ng that questlon _

4 sat1stactor1ly.

| | S 1f, hovever, we compare the evolutzon of the nom1nal
fdeclensxonal systems 1n the EIE languages, we can see a

‘common pattern emerg1ng, albext with exceptxons. The pattern

Muls based on Kurylowlcz s pr1nc1p1e no V (1949 80): "Pour

-

retab11r une dxfference 4a’ ordre central la langue abandonne

.une dlfference d ordre marginal.™ Kurytow1cz glves the loss

'.,of case dxstlnctxons in Romance languages, vhile number :
ldzstznctlons haVe been preservegﬁaas an example.
As Manczak p01nts out, th1s begs the questlon- 11 faut
que 1 auteur etab11sse prealablement la hlerarchle des o

' categorxes lznguzst1ques. Which: d1st1nctzons are. marg;nal

f%_and whxch dxst1nct1ons are central’ Schmalstxeg 1980 14

fstates that the answers may vary from language to language' -

._'One could perhaps consider s1ngular/plural dzchotomy _ .

'.semantxc and the case end1ngs as syntactgc markers although

-
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i artzcle or adjectzve, 1f present"

.o

o kit seEms quitefpoSSible t0'imagine languages in which\ey '

>

relational morphemes can be cons1dered more 1mportant than
N - . '
morphemes denotlng number."” _-” ~ ‘

In this d1ssertatxon a proposal will be made wh1ch

attempts to answer partpally Manczak s object1on, at least

-

for the EIE languages.

T e

At the‘gresent time all the EIE languages have

o

preserved d15t1nct1ve number in the1r nomlnal declen51onal

system. There is no EIE language where the 51ngular/plural

opposxtlon has been COmpletely lost, although in certa1n

‘noun ~classes within certain languages the d1st1nctlon ‘is

1ack1ng.,‘ - e o o t' oLy
e.g., ' :Eng sheep/sheep (OE sceap/sceap)
‘ - Ger Bogen/Bogen
. Far ord/ord cL n/a. pl.
Cz ulice/ulice . n/a. pd.
- Por Iapis7Ia%ESV _ .

‘ €, In all of the above, except for Engllsh the

-

4

d15t1nct1on is usually shown 1n an accompanylng def1nite

e, g., 's“ . ‘”Ger der Bogen/dle Bogen

 _Far ordid/ordin
- Cz.dlou uIice/dlouhe ul1ce |
}Po o’ lap1s/65 lap1s S

’s

In all 0 the above, 1nclud1ng,3ngl1sh,,verbalfcoﬁcord

. can 1nd1cate the number when all else £a1ls, e. g.,ggg Qeep

bleats/the sheep bleat.-

' Thqrefore I propose that in EIE the category of numben 5p

s

' 1s fundamental - 1n KurYtow1cz s words "une d1fference

d onére‘central“; Followlng th1s, I propose that there is a

§ o /3



jtendency (subject to exceptlon) to preserVe the N

}t51ngular/plural dxst1nct10n (sometlmes also the dual though ,

* .’
that tends to be. lost over most of EIE where other >

,dlstlnctlons are preserved)
| This propQSal is strengthened by the«fact that the
51ngular/plural dlstlnctlon is, far more w1despread than
}other d1st1nct1ons.-1t is present in most f1n1te forms of
: EIE verbs .and most personal and demonstrat1ve pronouns.
uStank1ew1cz 1977- 169 proposes' "The expréssxdﬂfof number
governs the expre551on of. the categor1es of gender and case
Ain the sense that an 1ncrea5e of markedness in the
expressxon ‘of the former reduces the p6551b1l1ty ;f
: renderlng the marked categorles of the latter;" ThlS has
been proposed as a lmgulst1c umversal (Greenberg 1261: 5)
4§nd can be supported by data from several languages. (IE)
e.g., German,}(non IE) e, g., Tam11 - R

2

The category of gPammatlcal gender‘°_1s also w1despread

in, EIE Tanguages. Only English and Afrlkaans have actually

lost 1t, although dn 1ts last days Manx showed signs of the _,f

category break1ng down as d1d Polablan.

As we have seen above, a thPee-gendeP system can be"
- reconstructed for late IE- ma5cu11ne VS femlnzne vs.
';'geuter. In the attested development of many EIE languages,
»however, we can sét a trend towards a two-gendeP system-
‘mascullne vs. femlnlne or’over a more restrlcted area,vi

common vs.pneuter. In other EIE languages the three gender

system 1s preserved.

96 .

-

»
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Examples éfe given below: English : loss of grammatical
gender; Du, Swe : common vs. neuter; Ger : masculine vs.
"feminine vs. neuter; F%, Ru,‘ScG,'We; Lith : masculine vs.
‘feminine; OPr, Gk : mas®uline vs. feminine vs. neutér; Al:
masculine. vs. feminine (vs.neuter).

All the médern standard Siavic languages preserve the

=

masculine vs. feminine vs. neuter distinction, with various
elaborations. ,

Gender distinctions can also be found in some verbal
and pronominal forms, though they are not as prevaient as
number distincﬁions.hIn pégsonal pronouns they tend to be
restrlcted to the thlrd person in EIE,®' and in verbs they

-

are not nearly as prevalené&as number dlstlnctlons

I further propese, therefore, that in EIE the catééory
of gender, albeit simplified in some instances, was also a
fuhdamental category, though below number 'in the'hierarchy,
because number seems to be far more widespread, both within
any one linguistic system,,and typologically (see below).

The third categorylto be considered is case. During the
attested pet1od of EIE, nearly all the languaées show
w1despread loss of case .distinctions. Some (e.g., Welsﬁ,
.Cotntsh) are first attested without any cqse distinctions at
all. Others have preserved a limited case system (e.g.,
Rumanian). Others héve preserved most of their earliest
attested case system (e.g., Icelandic, Russian).

If we compare deﬁrees of preserQation_df the three

, o
categories, we can propose a framework! ,
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I+ 4+ + + + 4+ + +0O

+ 4+ 4+ 4+ 4+
b+ + 4+ + + + 4+ + + 4+ 4+

It seems that we can discern here a definite trend for
the EIE lanquages: number will be preserved before gender
which will be preserved before case. This 1s by no means a
linguistic universal - many languages ngQ no trace of some
or any of these categories. Others show them in a dgfferent
order (e.g., Turkish shows number and case, buﬁ no»gender.)

There seems to be littlé doubt about the primacy of
number. Firstly, languages wifich do not distinguish number
in the noun can do so in the pronoun. Some evidence from
child language can be cited. Although the acquisition of the
actual plural forms of nouns seems to be later th;;\the,
acquisition of gender forms, children seem to grasp the
cqncept of plurality very. early On,>USing words such as
"many" etc. (Ruke-Dravipa 1959: 209, Berko 1958: 160-4). i

To establish the primacy between‘géndeﬁ and casé seems
to be much more difficult. If we confine our remarks to
Slavic (although similar examples could be cited from other

_ . .
EIE languages), we can see that markipg in gender and case

' sometimes seem to cancel each other out. Thus, according to -
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‘Stankiewicz 1977: 170 the accusative is the maximally
unmarked case in the singular in many Slavig languages in
that it allows a masculine animate/mascu}éygw
inanimate/feminine/neuter distinction - céééfis subordinated
to gender. The genitive plural proVides ah éxémple_of the
opposite process ip some Slavic lang;ages - gender is |

P

Jt : Lo
subor?inated to’case. Such instances can be multiplied, i?d

reveal a complex maze of interl ing hierarchies. One must

»

take historical factors into consideration also.®?
HoweQér, by expressing the proposal more exactiy, we >
“can still extract a fruitful generalisation. The proposal
will be expressed thus: all case distinctions will be lost
before all gender distinctions. This would explain several
things, e.g., the loss of the neuter in Lithuanian and
Latvian against the retention of the case system; a similar
phenomenon in Goidelic, etc.. A
This formulation finds support from current theories in
child lanquage children acquiring a first langugge tend to
master gaender agreement before case (Rﬁke-Drévioa 1959: 214,
"Die formelle Genusunterschied erschien etwas fruher als die
Scheidupg der Kasusendungen".)®? |
There are instances, however, where this framework
breaks down. In many of modern Slavic languages, for
instance, the dative, instrumental, and locative plural

" forms retain their distinctive number and case, but have

lost their distinctive gender, e.g.,
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Stems
3
OCS/OR )

-0~ ¥l *-a
dat.pl. -omu -umu'. -amu
instr.pl. 4 o -umi1 ami
loc.pl. : -exu -uxu' _ -axu

R (all P (all Cz (m.,n.) Cz (f.)
geiders) genders)
dat.pl. -ak -om —fm -am (=im)
instr.pl. -amu —ami -y -ami (=1,
’ -emi )
loc.pl. -ax -ach -ech -ach
: {-ich)

However, this would seem to fit in very well with
Stankiewicz 1977: 169's proposal, that marking in ﬁumber
‘overrides marking in gender and case. Serbo-Croatian has
arranged the distinctions in these forms in a different way:

here gender does seem to be more important than case, e.q.,

(m.n.) (f.)
dat., instr., loc., pl. -ima -ama.

At this stage we éhould examine these categoriés more
closely: which gender(s) and which case(s) can we expect to
see preserved? And which mergers can we expect? | ~
Throughout much of EIE the tendency seems to be to l[
reduce the oriéinal three-ggnder‘system tova two-gender
system, Slavic, Greek, German, Faroese, and icelahdié,
however, have preserved the three-gende;‘system‘down ;% fﬁe‘
present.** Many of the morphological restructurings/proposed
in subsequent sections éan be seen in the.driv; to pfeserve

gender diStinctions in Slavic, especially the neuter (see II

B and II F).
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This tendency to preserve the neuter in Slavic has been
pointed to byﬁmany scholars (Leskien 1963, Mares 1962,
Feinberg 1978). Neuter nouns seem to have two distinctive

endings: -o/(-e) and -e, e.g., mésto, (polje), tele etc. It

is also interesting to note the stabflity of the reuter -
whenever there is a danger of the masculine and neuter

. T \
merging, the neuter will preserve the ol/d ending, whereas

the masculine will introduce a new ending to preserve its
distinctiveness (see II B and II F). )
The most likely mergers of caseycan be observed by
citing the.dual, whicﬁ has only three distinctive forms:
nominative-accusatiVe(vosatYV€5v -
genitive-locative
dative-instrumental ' |
. Georgiev 1969: 22 proposes a system whereby one can‘”
“predlct which cases will not fall together, based chxefly on
data from the h1stor1cal evolutlon of the attested Slavic
languages: ﬂ/’ :s : . o N s '
‘accﬁsatfyélcannot merge with dat ive ‘ :
genjf}vé cannot merge with nominativé,flhstPUméntal
dative cannot merge w1th nominat ive \ |
instrumental cannot merge with Jocative, -
'Iocative cannot merge with»nominatlvea”
While this formulat1on flts the Slav1c facts fazrly 'j{
well, there is one factor that. has been left out" | o
| CPoss—number mergers. It is very common in EIE languages ,

'1nclud1ng SIav1c, for the genltive singulan to have the same'
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endlng as the nominatlve (and, by extension the accusatlve)

| .plural,w L o EE L
e.g., Late g.s./n.pl. ‘domini |
L (o) . g.s./n.pl. A lallidlb

Gk . g.s./a.pl. kovpag
Go " g.s./n/a.pl. gibos
Latv,- g.s./n/a.pl. ‘masas

| S

Jakobson 1957 draws attentlon to this fact but p01nts

out that in Ru551an suprasegMentaL dlfferences have been

o utxllsed to d15t1ngu1sh between the n.pl. and the g s. (see

also Hamm 1966 41), e. g., 'TOJOBH g,s, TOJOBH nm.pl. T)us :
cannot be true for the Latin, Old Irish, and Goth1c |

' examples, as they all had flxed stress. In fact, the Old
.Ir1sh form c1ted above surv1ves in Irxsh and Scott1sh Gaeg
to th1s day, although in Manx it had become severely |

. restr1cted. o o

| Even thhln 51av1c one can f1nd examples of n; pl /g S.

syncret1sm w1th no suprasegmental dlfferences, e. g.,

- - gqlowy 'g.8./n/a pl. E
.~ okna . ' g.s./n/a pl. - .
Cz - hlavy . . g.sz/n/a pl. f
: ‘divadla - g.s./n/a pl.
'sC "“iene.: IR g;s;/n/a'pl;_, o
| sela g.si/n/apl.

Therefote}it,seems:thet‘we\can expebtfthié sort of ;
syncretism to arise also (see especially II D).

e\ .
¥ o

""6)'Cdnc1ﬁsion2
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In this section the postulate of speciel.phonetic lawvs

" for the fznal syllabley1n CSs wandxs\ussed and" reJected

There was a br1ef dlscuss1on of analo Y, WIth reference to x,.
Kurytowzcz s Pr;nc1p1e no V. Three 1mp rtant morphologzcal
categorzes in the noun were dlscussed and a tentatxve |
}h1erarchy was drawn up. In subsequent sectzons, especxally
}-II B, II C and 11 D, an attempt will be made to apply th1s
'h1erarchy -to the reconstructzon of patt df the Cs nomznal

system._. w - - ,
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B. The Problem of the Nominative Singular Masculine/Neuter

*-o-gtem ending.
\ .

1) Introduction: the IE background.

i) General 1ntro&uctxon.:
The first problem that w1l& be examxned in th1s sectxon
_1s the one posed by the mascul1ne nomznat1ve sxngular

-o -stem end1ng 1n the earllest attested Slav1c- is it a
‘purely phonologlcal development or is 1t the result of some_
vsort of morphologzcal reanalys1s? Th1s questlon has been “
Ldlséussed.for.nearly a century and has not yet been
’concldsively ansyened;;Tsken'ﬁn conjunctiop_with the topic“
'disoossed in.thejgolloeing section, it~formslalhajot‘part of
h‘one‘of the‘moSt important problems ih~the evolutioh'of the
. CS nomxnal system. _ | 7
For the sake of clar1ty, I wxll use trad1t1onal
‘ reconstrUct1ons in thxs and subsequent sect1ons, although my

 own proposal for the reconstruct1on of PIE vocal:sm d1ffers

from these. -

;'11) The IE ev1dence.

Wt

;".
The external ev1dence to help us. 1nterpret the Slavlc

'facts is as follows'w



105

IP Sanskrit the equ1valent endlng is -ah (e g., devah)

which goes back to ezther PIE *-3g or ¥-0S. L1thuan1an has.

‘x

-as (e. g., vatdas), which has the same possible sources. The
earliest attested Germanic ev1dence points to the same PIE
reeonstruction, e.g., Runic sta}naR. Early Germanic'
borrowings into Finnish show forms closer to the PIE
reconstruction, e.g.,/;innish rengas <CG threngaz
(enrengas)i 0l1d Irish, too, points to a similar
reconstruction: the f%ot}vocaiism of'the nominative singular
of many #-0-stems pointé to the presence of *-a- or *;6- in

kthe-following syllable, e.g., fer < suiros.

Evidence from Hittite, TOcharian; Albanian, and
Armenian does not directly contradict this.
\ L . L . 9, '
‘Latin and Greek occupy a special position 1n this sort

’of reconstrhction, beceusé they have preserved most of their
{1nal syll;bles and dlst1ngu1shed between PIE *-a- and %-0-.
K In Greek and the oldest Lat1n we f1nd the masculine
nom1nat1ve s1ngular endxﬂé in *—os , e.g., 0ld Latin amikos,
"uClassxcal amlcus, Greek avOthoo. | |
| Therefore ve can say with a high degree of probab1l1ty

that the IE ending vas *-0S.

111) The neuter endlng.
In OCS the neuter nom1nat1ve/accusat1ve 51ngular
%= o stem endlng is -o. Most of the IE cognates can be traced

back to *-om.' . ; "a'
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Traditionally, scholars have seen the Slavic neuter

*-0-stem ending #*-0 as derived from the pronoun td < *tdd.

(See especially Scbelesniker‘1964:’56).vSomecschbiars are
nnhappy‘with this proposal (e.g., Nandris 19693 76) .

»

2) The Slavic evidence: Fortunatov's theory.

i) Introduction

The earliest recorded Slavic shows an endlng -u, e.qg.,
ggggg, whlch some scholars trace back to a prev1ous *-Us,
and others to *-os. .

The problem of whether to attr1bute a phonolog1caf’or
morphologxcal origin to the Slavic *-0-stem nominative
singular masculiné was d1scussed by Fortunatov (1957 II:
182- 5) and Leskien (1963: 1 pa351m) The former argued for a
purely phonological development& comparing the Slavic to the

Latin, whereas the latter argued for a. morphological one

(see II B 3 below). : fg

ofii) Fortunaccv. o ; S 2
Fortunatov be11eved that the reconstructed change *-05
> *—u vas a regular phonologxcal develgpment. Briefly, h1s
theory can be outllned as follgws-" -
. a) Loss of final dental stops (shared with Baltic and

part1ally Germanlc)

106
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b) +-5- > %-u in final closed syllables.

c) Loss of final consonants. |

According to this formdlétion, among the predecessors
of OCS *-u could be 1IE *-0s or *-om. For the latter, see II
c.

The evidence in favour of Fortunatov's theory is
outliﬁed here:

a) The dative plural inflection -mu < *-mos.

b) The verbal first person plural -mi < *-mds.

c) The prepositioo ggg; supposed cognate of Skt atah (<
*-0s). | | |

4

'd) The widespread forms tamﬁ;lkamﬁ, ami, supposed

cognates of Greek ?nuoog, oo .

4

'e) A corresponding development with long *-0s > #-us >

)
4

*-y.

3) A morphological approach.

i) leflcultzes with Fortunatov S theory.

The equatxon IE t-os > SIavxc *-0 was called into
question byvmany3scholars (e.g., Jagié 19061 118, Hu;ert
1920). Tﬁe»pieoesvof evidence addooed above inVolve‘certain

d1£f1cult1es.

N

| S, N
| a) The dative plural ending w111 be dlscussed in deta1l

1n II H 4. As is argued there, 1t 1s not umamb1guous enough

-~

to support a Slav1c development #-os > *-u.
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pRN

b) Like a) above, this ending will bé discussed more
fully below. It, too, presents a variety of difficulties
which make it of less value as a support for Fortunatov's
theory. o
‘ c) This etqugogy is not accepted by most scholars (see
- Vasmer 1973, Andersen 1969Q.

. d) This instanceris not clear either‘(see 11 H'6
below). . . - ]

e) Again, there is very little evidence to suggeSt such
‘a development - the examples normally c1ted are the genitive

51ngular/nom1nat1ve accusatlve plural of the %= a stems,

e.g., roka g. s /n.a.pl. roky < *ranko/ *rankos. This

hypothe51s £a1ls to explaln the presence of a nasal in the
s-ja- stems: zemlja g s. zemlie (see 11 D for a dlscu551on)
| Flnally, there is indeed a superf1c1al resemblance_
,between the Slavic and Lat1n developments; thex are,
hoﬁeVer,cnot in fact parallel. In CS #-0s > #-us would be
restrlcted to the f1nal syllable, whereas the Latin ;-i.ﬁ§
developments are part of a general tendency to shorten and
vralse vowels in unstressed syllables, and not only ' o is’
affected. | o
, In Slav1c the change 1s far more restr1cted than in .
. Latln- 1t only applles to o (<PIE *o/a), and it only takes
place in the fxnal syllable. There are no parallel
developmentsuln the xntetlor of the word
4

Furthermore, the range of unstressed o“ 1n Latin was

severely restrxcted by th1s change - Latln went through a



'
period where it was iﬁpqssible to have words containing an

o

"o" in the final syllable.
Slav1c ‘has numerous words contalnlng "o" in the final

syllable, no matter how far from the stress.

e.g., 0€'S . sldvo o SC zaboravimo
‘ ) prazdinistvo o ‘
Cz. . zdvazadlo . U BepeTeHEYKO
o ,

From the above it can be seen that there are no good
examples to support the reconstructlon of a change *-0s >

*-u,

Cii) A morphological approach. .
Leskien 1963: 3-5, }907 proposed a deVelopment *-0s >
*-0, while accepting a,development *~-0m > *—u. His main
example is the n. /a. s. neuter *-s-stem end1ng -0 < *-0s
e.g., 0oCs slovo, Gk xheoa, Skt sravah Lat genus etc. This
seems a .very 5011d piece of ev1den¢e that the ‘suggested

: J
development *-6s > *-0 did not in fact take place. He

‘109

-proposed that the neuter *s-s-stem endlng -o was generallsed

to the neuter %= o stems. He further suggested that the
.masculxne %= o-stem accusatzve szngular -u was generallsed to
the mascu11ne nom1nat1ve szngular also, thus creat1ng a
?jnom/nat1ve accusat1ve syncretlsm. |
;I' |

ﬁ*ll) Some crxtlelsm of Lesk1en.

Some scholars (Agrell 1926 Ferrell 1965a: 100) have .
:'proposed that the *—s stems were the/ones affected by ‘the

'morphologlcal reanaly51s. They bel1e e that the -o in the
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*-s-stems is not original. Agrell op.cit. points to

compounds such as Dobroslovu, which, according to him, show .

-/

the development *-6s > *-0, | s

- The difficulties with this proposal,’howeVer, are as
follows: ) . o 5
. o~
a) It seems rathér odd that the neuter *-s-stems did
not simply transfer into the masculine class, as did so many
other»neuters,Jgﬂﬁﬁndeed they underwent a period with the

ending #*-u, : _ -

: bl —slo?ﬁ'in compounds such as Dobroslovu ﬁéed not be
an ;xéct phonoiogiCal reflex of IE tkleuos, as forms_
appearing in.co@pounds are freéuently diffefent from their
'eqdiValents appéariﬁg as words iﬁ theirvowﬁ righf. The Greek
ﬂcognate of §igxé-éurnishés a good“exémple of this: ZogoxAno
.iS'a compoqnd of gogoo ahd kAeog. Furthermore, thére is a
éiﬁilar'example from Slavic: slava -"fame" appears in

, \ - |
compounds as -slavi, e.g., P Wladystaw, Bolestaw, Cz Vaclav.

(4 e » .’ ‘F*l : - \
1v) Summary

Both Fortnnatov and Lesklen accept the Auslautgesetz

)

*-om > —u.-However, they dlffeerIth regard to the

'develOpment *-os. Fortunatov propOSes a. change $-6s > -0 in

@

. final p051tlon, whlle Lesklen proposes x-55° 20-0.

<

3) Subsequent ﬁhébfiesﬂutiliSing<Au51ahtgeset£eu_
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i) Hirt.

Hirt (1892: 348-9 and 1904: 291-2) proposed that
accentuation played a vital role. Adducing evidence from
Lithuanian accentuation, he made the following hypotheses:

a) sﬁressed x-8s/*-Om> *-u

b) unstressed *-0s/*-om > *-u

ﬁe pointed out that many nouns which are neuter
*+-o-stems elsewhere in IE turn up as mascﬁline *~0-stems 1n
Slavic, e:g., dvoru cognate with Lat forum, Gk fvpovr, Skt
dvaram. From this he proposed that only oxytone
(Stem—stressed) neuters survived as neuters in CS. Since the
*-s-stems were barytone (root-stressed), they should have
gone through a period of ending in *-Us (*-u), and their #*-0
- would have been ,added later. |

A table will make this clear.



Stems

IE

CS

gender
shift

N

A

“(m.)

*L/_é_

*L /-0s
x% /-om

ciCt

(n.)

*l/_c')._

£1/-5m
*1/-6m

»
|
oy o
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(n.) (n.)

x-/-5- xL /-5
*-/-om *L/-0s
*—-/-om *t/-0s
-0 *~y
*-0 x-y
-0

x-0

The difficulty here is the *-s-stems: why should they

not have shifted over to the masculine *-0-stems as well?

In a later article Hirt admitted that there were many

difficulties with his theory, but claimed that there were

fewer with his than with Fortunatov's (1904-5: 291-2).

1i) Agrell.

Another scholar to propose an explanation was

Agrell(1913: 47 passim). He suggested that .the normal reflex

- of PIE *-0s, *-06m in Slavic was #*-U, but that if the

pfevious syllable bore a Pising)pitch, then the development

was *-0. He later retracted this view due to the

difficulties of positing a plausible analogical development

Kl
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which would explain the gender demarcation found in the

earliest attestations of Slavic.

ii1) Meillet.

Meillet (1914-16) proposed a new way of tackling the
problem, positing two reflexes each for #-0s and £-0m,
depending on the relative prominence of the word: in clitics
and words liKely to be contracted in rapid speech the reflex
would be‘:{ﬁ and in other words the reflex woﬁld be *-o0.
This theory still fails to account for the following
problems. | ’

a) Which nouns (and adjectives!) would be likely to be
slurred in rapia speech?

b) Why are there no clear examples of this in the

interior of the word?

iv) Manczak.

Manczak 5969‘proposed a theory similar to Meillet's
within his general framewofk of irregular sound change due
to frequency Of occurrence to explain“the developments of
PIE *-0sS aﬁd.*—ém. According to the regular development,
they would have both evolved into‘*-é, which is in fact what
we find as the neuter n./a.s.. One may counter, however,
that masculine nouns in Slavic were certainly more frequent
than neuters, however, and hence it is the masculine endings
that would have been "shortened" to *-U - the "irregular"”

‘development of final #*-o.
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v) Galabov.

Galabov (1973: 11-17) proposes an interesting theory
that subsumes three seemingly unconnected problems in CS
historical phonology. He suggests that in late CS the
following forms all ended in #*-s.

a) The masculine nominative sihgﬁla:‘*-é—stem.

b) The masculine nominative plural *-o0-stem (see II H
1). |

c) The second person singular of the imperative (see.II
H 2).

He proposed that a final *-s in late CS caused a
preceding vowel to raise. The difficulties with this theory
are twofold. . ». | -

u) he has to propose a complicated morphological |
contamination for an *-s to be added to the masculine n.pl.,

e.g., *toi vlkos > #*tois vlkois (not *toi vlkoi as is

normally proposed) > #tés v]lkés (raising before final #-s) >

*tis v]lkis > *ti v}ci.

f) Far more serious for his theory is the lack of
raising in any other vowels before final #-s,

e.g., g.s.n. *-s-stem skleueses > slovese - no raising.

second p.s. aorist x*rekes > rece - no raising.

Other'broblems with these forms will be discussed in II
D. It is simply not enough for Géiébov to dismiss the
problems. associated with final *-es kand lkp‘*—s—stemAn/a
singular *-0s > *-0) by saying: "Dieses besondere Verhalten

. der e-Vokale im Auslaut verdient weiter erhohte

©
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Aufmerksamkeit" (1973: 16).

"v) Prinz.

Prinz 1977: 259-74, like Hirt and Agrell, -uses
~accentuation as a means of solving the problem. His proposal
can be summed up as follows: final stressed syllables were
Aever reduced, whereas final syllables which were never
stressed were weakened. He accepts (261-2) tha;7z final *-s
could raise a preceding *-& to *-u. |

) ) Tt
vi) Conclusions. )

All of the above proposals rely to a greater or lesser

degree on Auslautgesetze, and none of them has proved

entirely Satischtory. In the  following section two analyses
which place more emphasis on mQrphologicai factors will be .

outlined.

5) -Ludtke and Georgiev.

i) An attempt at' a morphological solution
In the 1960's two separate studies weré'publiéhedehiéh
both advocated severely restricting the use of .

Auslautgesetze to explain certain thorny problems in

: ‘histérical Slavic nominal morphology: Lidtke (1966) and

Georgiev (1969). They both deny the existence of‘dualitatigg

Auslautgesétze (where, e.g., ‘%5 > %), while‘admitting
| ‘ _ o N

Il
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quant itat ive Auslautgesetze (the shortening of long
eyllablee in final position, comparable to similar
developments in Celtic, Germanic, Baltic, and Italic).
Following Leskien, they propose that»#-; > ¢/V-#. In
addition; they propose that *N > ¢A/V## | | |
One table will suffice for the representation of the
views of both‘schplats; the first and third stages concerned

are NIE and cs, ‘respeétiveiy.

Stems
*-G-(m.) *-6-(m.) *-6-(n.)

N’ *-Us . *-és(*4§s) ~ *-dm(*-0m)
A #-Um *-am(*-om) " %-am(*-om)
N *-a

*?5

*-a
A £~a

ii) Gains. -

The above analysxs has several advantages over the more
htrad1t1onal ones dlscussed earller in the sect1on, because
_1t manages to d;spense ‘with the t:oublesome.sound change

. Ve
x-0s8 > *-4,
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In additibn, it mahages to include‘two othervise
unrelated issues¢ ‘ |

a) it manages to avoid altOgether the problem of
whether‘tw§A> #-u/-N#‘happened prior to the merger of *0 and
*d (see II C). | ; : |

b) It explains plausibly why the *-0 of the m.,nl/a.s;
did not prevent the third palatalisation from taking pLace
(see Vaillant 1958 I: 54). |

> : :

iii) Difficulties.

The.question_remains:’why do -the combinations *V+N#
simply lose the nasal in final position? As we have seen
above (11 A) there are numerous instances where Cs *V+N# has
Y (or a further development thereof) as a reflex. What has
-happened to the final nasals usually reconstructed for the

mascullne accu5at1ve/neuter nom1nat1ve accusat1ve s1ngular7

‘6)’Feinberg
- Although an *-m is often reconstructed as the- desxnence
.for the IE neuter *- o stems, 1t was p01nted out by Agrell
1926 that only in Celtic, Ital1c, Greek and Indo- Iranlan do
ve actually f1nd a nasal Followxng Mares 1962 Felnberg
1978 proposes that the reconstructlons 1nvolve far.fewer

) problems if one starts from a bare stem neuter *- o-stem,

i. e., w1thout a nasal
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Feinberg adheres to the conventional hypotheses about

Auslautqesetze: *d > *U / -N#, but does not accept #5 > U/

-s#. Although his proposals work very well for several
knotty problems in the reconstruction of CS nom1na1

morphology, they fall short in certain other respects.

To begin with, as‘ﬁe saw 'in II A, the Auslautgesetze on
which Feinberé's reconstructions are based are _v
phogglogically implausible and contradigtory.'ln addition,

he does nét mention the genitive singular of feminine
*-jé-stems, which‘should\be taken into account if.the whole |
development is to be understood (see II D). |

Despite these shortcomings, Feinberg's analyszs is

proggbly the best of the ones which use the traditional

hypotheses of Auslautgesetze. His main advantage 0ve:'

Leskien is his acceptance of the bare-stem neuter in the

*-0-stems. - | | L

Ay

7) A new approach.
My own hYpoihesis is butlinéd'in.the tablé accompanying
'f A, It w1ll be now dlscussed in more detail, injits
hrelatlon to the issues dlscussed here. o SR
| .i)uThe neﬁter)*-é-stéﬁ endiﬁg
| 1 follow Agrell 1926 Mares 1962, and Felan;g 1978 in
}'prop051ng a bare stem for the neuter n/a S1ngular

#-0-stems.®’ -
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In Lithuanian - which has lost the neuter gender in
nouns - there are adjectlval forms used as impersonals,
e.g., gera - 1t is -good” (gggg_ - good ), which seem to
show an original bare stem. |

Hittite also has forms pointing at a bare stem, and

J«f\

final dental stops do not drop in Hittite as they do in-
Baltic, and so it would be extremely unlikely if these forms
‘were to be reconstructed with a pronominal ending.

As a cautionary note, iﬁ should be remembered that Old
Prussian does show some endings with a final nasal sonant,

e.g., assaran; OCS jezero.

ii) The masculine *-0-stem ending.

As for the mascul1ne nominative S1ngular, it seems to
me that .the most likely hypothe51s is that it is taken from
the *-u-stems, as has already ‘been proposed by many scholars
(see above, e.g., Leskien, Lidtke, etc.). There are simply
too many problems associated with the assumption of a sound
chaﬁge,*-és > *-0 in CS. As has been argued.ebove,,the
+-i-stem declension had probably both enough nouns in its
class ‘and a group of nouns of sufficiently high freduency to

- make such a remodelling as proposed in I A likeiy.

" iii) A morphological remodelling based on
-dffferentiatioh of gender.
We will now'éiscuss the}folibwing'qUeStions: why should

" %-0 have been chosen as<the~masculiné‘marker?Aﬁhy was *-0
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not generalised as a masculine ending, with the neuter
either being generalised as *-U or perishing as a separate
clase? . | ‘
We might not know at this stage why Slavic should have
preserved the heuter’gender when the tendency in most of IE
was to eliminate it, but we can make a fairly accurate
1y

proposal as to +-05 was selected as the neuter marker and

*-y as the mas;ullne marker.

' In the nomlnatlve, the mascullne and neuter were about
to fall together, and in the accusatlve the mascullne and
fem1n1ne were about to fall together (see 1I C).

ASs the #-u-stem declenszon was predom1nantly mascullne,
an obviously mascul ine ending (#-u) would seem the prime
choice for rescuing the vanishing gender distinction.
Through the loss of final consonants, #-6 had become a
predomioantly oeuter ending in three different classes:

a) The neuter *-0-stems

b) The pronoun to < x*tod

c) The oeuter'*—s-etems (-0 < %-0s)°®*

All these forms now ended in -0 in the n/a singular.
The system would have undergone far too much disrubtion'if
the reana1y51s had been masculine *-¢ vs.}neuter =0,

V1ta1 to an understandzng of this morphologlcal

reanaly51s is the fate of the accusat1ve. As this is =

‘affected by another AuslautgeSetz, 1t will be dealt with in

11 C Br1ef1y, it 1s proposed that the mascullne a.s.

x-0-stem is also taken from the *-U-stems.
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In conclusion, I propose that the nominative singular
masculine #-0-stem can be explained better by réconstrugting
a morphological Bnalysis rather than a special

Auslautgesetz. This has been accepted by many scholars.

8) Summary of II B.
In this section the guestion of the origin of the

masculine nominative singular *-0-stem ending was discussed.

Several earlier theories which utilised Auslauggegétze vere
examined. It was claimed that these fail to account
convincingly for the facts; this depends in some instances
on arguments to be advanced later in the dissertation.'
Earlier proposals fdf reconstructive morphological analyses
were also discussed; thése, too, had some recourse to |

Auslautgesetze. A new approach, with no appeal whatever to

Auslautgesetze, was suggested.

The following tentative proposals were made:

i) The masculine nbmihative siqgular #-6-stem gndiﬁg
*-U 'was takgn from ;he *—ﬁ-stgms. | |

'ii) Thé\neuter nominative/accu§ative singular *-0-stem
ending -o is in origin a bare stem ending,i&nd‘;he £-m
normally‘reCOnstructed he;e.ﬁas not in fact present at. any
stage. |

~ iii) The sound change *-6s > *-u, p:opésed‘by‘ﬁany .

tscholafs did not in fact take place in1CS. |

L]
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C. The problem of the accusative singular masculine/feminine

*-0/a-stem and masculine *-u-stem.

1) Introduction. ’

In earlier sections'it was stated that the proposed

Auslautgesetz PIE #-0m > CS #*-U never actually took place in

Slavic. It is nog time to suggest a plausible alternative

using a reconstructive morphological analysis.

i) The *-a-stems.
The #-a-stem ending seems to present few problems. It
. . ' . LT
is fairly safe £#0 reconstruct *-am from the evidence that we

have available. Sanskrit, Greek, Latin; Gothic, and

panian all seem tg point to this ending.®® Most .

 rities take it for granted that PIE *-am > CS =*-9.

ii) The s-0-stems. | .
The *-G-stem accusagive singulaizhasculineyending in
lfnskrit is -am (e.g., devam), which continues either PIE
55;6m or *-am. The earliest attested Germanic has -a (e;g.,
 145hunic staina), which can also be traced ba¢k'to PIE #*-0m or

j:?#Fémf'OlthriSh points to a similar reconstruction, (e.g.,

kaﬁfeféﬁ;)'as'doe§ Lithuanian (e.g., diéva). Latin and Greek

confirm the choice of #-6m (e.g., amikom, &vfpwmor), and *
Hittite, Albanian, Armenian and Tocharian do not seem to

.VcontradiCt'it. - S : _ S
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Slavic, on the other hand, has an unexpected reflex
here: #-u, which should go back to PIB *-u(C), e.g., dymu
Normally this form is explained by referring to the

Auslautgesetz *-om > *-u, which would help us to reconstruct

an exact phonologicél correspondence between the Slavic and
the other IE forms. Most authoritiés, indeed (Leskien 1963:
3, Hujer 1920: 35, Fortunatov 1957: II: 182-5, Milewski )
1932: 255, Kuznecov 1958: 51, Shevelov 1964: 156-|/, Ferrell
1965a: 97, Rudnyékyj 1966: 656, Feinberg 1978: 109,
Schmalstieg 1980: 39 etc.), accéptﬂthis proposed

"Auslautgesetz without apparent question. It is usually

treated together with the #*-0-stem nominative sinéular
hascdline,‘and is accorded far lesé.space and discussion
than that form.

Many discussions of this. topic also dé}iVe the neuter
n./a.s. +-5-stem from this ending, but in this dissertation
a different anélyéis is,pfoposed (seé I B and II B),

In I B it vas argued that the *~m usually reconstfucted
for the accusative‘singﬁlaf of non—neutef substantives in
PIE might not have extended across the whole paradﬁgm‘in CS.7
However, iﬁ was also argﬁed that this *-m fromiproﬁominaL

]

origins spread first to the masculine *-3- and *-jdo-stems,
' % .

then to the”feminipe *-é-‘and/*-jé-stems, and'then stopped.

(In some IE-languéges it woﬁld ﬁaVe'spfead éven further, to

‘the'neutefs).‘ o - | R R
,‘From‘this‘it féllows £hatfatLSome Stageithe CS

o . Q.- . : o - -
- masculine accusative singular *-o0-stem ending was *-om, But
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it does not follow from thls that we should automatlcally

ﬁaccept the proposed Auslautgesetz *-om > *-0.

'iii) The *-u-stems.

The *-U-stem accusative singular masculine is also well
attested in IE languages. Sanskrit, Greek, Latin, Germanic,
0ld lzish, Lithuanian, and Hittite all point to the
reconstruction :—Gm.

The correspond1ng formg in.Slavic have *-~u (e.g.,
synu), which has fallen together, by either a phonologibél\
or a mdrphological<foute, with the *-0-stem ending cited

above._

One Auslautgesetz often proposed for Slav1c is *-um >

*-u. It is used to expla1n the *-U-stem endlng. Accordlng to

the authorities who make use of Auslautgesetze, the
aevelopmengs would have proceeded thus:

*-0-stem: *-om > *—ﬁm > *-U

*-0-stem: *-um > *-um > #¥-U

In this way, so the argument goes, the two éhdihgs
merged, and consequehily-the end'of-the *-U-stems as an

independent class was hastened.

o,
r

«
;
. '
3
. .
»

2) Difficulties with the traditional reconstruction.
0 ' ; |

1) Final naSalsi»
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In initial syllables an original #-VN- combination 1is

attested in Slavic as a nasal vowel (e.g., ¢ogqulu < ongul-),

and also in internal syllables (e.g., potl < #*ponti-). There
does not seem to be any good reason why the development 1n

final syllables should have been different.

11) Long diphthongs.
There is another, more serious problem: the gquestion of

long diphthongs (in this instance long vowel + nasal sonant

combinations) and their status in CS. According to the
standard theory #*-VN# sequences (e.g., *~om in xberom >
bero) does develop intoﬁgﬂnasalised vowel, whereas the
sequence *-UN# sometimes develops into a nasalised vowel and
sometimes not. But the very status of *-VN# is open to
question. Schmalstieg repeatedly states that long diphthongs
were shortened in both Baltic and Slavic, and is quite
adamant on this point.’° \
Nevertheless, 1 should like to propose that certain
long diphthongs were preserved in Slavic later than
Schmalstieg maintains. One must imagine a constant interplé&
2
of morphological analogy, cf. ZuraVie&'tp74 referred to
above. It is quite possible that some long diphthongs were
preserved longer than others due to analogical pressure
exerted by other parts 6f the paradigm. In the *—é—sfems a

long vowel would have been maintained in the nominative and

genitive singular, and the nominative, dative, instrumental

P

‘and locative plural. Alsc, the maintenance of the long

|

|
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diphthong in this instance would have saved the gender
distinction between masculine and femininein the accusative
singular. Since the masculine #*-0O-stems already had a short
vowel in this position, the feminine. *-a-stems would have
fallen together with the former paradigm in the accusative
singular if the long diphthong in this instance had
undergone shortening. Therefore it is quite pbssible that 1n
this instance the long‘diphthong was retained (see-below).

Some possible corroborating evidence from Greek will be
adduced below.

Meanwhile, let ds consider another contradiction into
which one can be led if one accepts the proposed

-Auslautgesetz IE #-om > CS #-u. The status of long

diphthonés should.be taken into account here, as 1t will
help tb place *-0 > *-u in perspective. The development
proposed in Shevelov 1964 will be considered.

After stating that most of the reconstructed IE long
diphthongs were shortened in early CS, Shevelov goes on to
say: . L ee—

"...in word final position (;n endings) long nasal
diphthongs were spared,” (1964: 24-5).

Meanwhile he declares that the development proceeded
thus: | )

a) Loss of final'nasals after short Qowels (e.g.,*-umg#
> *-0#, *-img > *-i#)'

b) Shortening of final long diphthongs, (e.g.,*-éi#'>

x-ai)
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s

.- 1t can be assumed, therefore, that while a) above was
taking place, long diphthongs were present in the language.
A few lines further on, while presenting his views on
historical Slavic accentuation,)’' he declares:
"...A slight weakening of articulation in the
word final position may be more convincingly
expected for a period when final syllables, except
in monosyllabic words, were thoroughly unstressed.’?
Such a time was posited [...] after the abolition of
IE stress and before Fortunatov's law start
operating. This is the most plausible period for
final nasal consonants preceded by a short vowel to
have been dropped. Long vowels precluded such a
slackening of word-end articulations, a circumstance

which fits in quite well with the supposed pattern
of CS of that time," (1964: 225).

This is all highly improbable. Why should long nasal
diphthongs (-VN-) retain their lengfh in final position when
everything else, including other long diphthongs in final
position, is subject to shortening? In other IE languages
with large scale reductions in final position (e.g., Celtic,
Germanic) such sequences are not immune to shortening -
quite the reverse, in fact, e.g., OHG salbom > German
salben; Goidelic *magom > Old Irish (Ogam) maga (see 5 below
for a new approach to this problem). |

It is by no means clear, however, that the stem vowel
was long in the first place. According to Lehmann 1958: 192
the length of the stem vowel in the nominatave singular is
the reflex of a lost laryngeal, e.g., *-aH > #-a, and the
accusative can be traced back to *-am, not *-am. (Where

length does occur, it is seen as having been introduced into

the’paradigm by analogy with the nominative, and by

'
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extension, the length could have been maintained under the
influence of the nominative.)

The paradigm would therefore have been:

n. *-aH > #*-a

v. *-a > *-a

a. *-am > *-am

In most IE languages length seems to havg been

generalised, although the Latin evidence is ambiguous and

Greek has variant forms, possibly pointing to a period of

their co-existence at one stage, e.g., 8ofa - dofar (<

*-am); tToun - Toungry (< *-am).

For Slavic, I suggest that in the 8-é?stem accusative
singular, both long and short forms could have co-existed at
an early stage: *-am and *-am. I would suppose that #-am
wouid have been generalised, as the equy merger of #-a and
*-0 would‘have made it impossible to distinguish gender in
the accusative singular, whereas the maintenance of *-a in

this form would have served very well to distinguish it.

iii) Problems of chronology.

The merger of *a and *& has serious implications for
this part of the topic. According to the standard theory,
the change *-Om# > *-Uum# must have taken place before this
merger (see II A 3), as *-am seems to be immune to it.

This merger seems to have takén place very eériy in
Slavic - there is no evidence thét Slavic ever had a

separate "0" (see Schmalstieg 1980: 27). Baltic and Germanic
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show a similar development with the IE short low and
mid-vowels.??

Many scholars have proposed that. the shift *-6 > *-u-
took place before the merger of PIE #*-a/o0. In fact,
Kortlandt (71978, 1979) is forced'to push it back to the
Balto-Slavic period. Shevelov, thie not mentioning the
Balto-Slavic period in this context, is forced to propose
something similar (1964: 156-7). |

This dating, however, meets with a serious obstacle
from the Lithuanian #-6-stem masculine accusative singular:«
-a < *-0m. Kortlandt proposes an alternative, morphological
aqalysis for this ending (1978: 287). |

Another, potentiélly much more serious, objection to
the standard theory is the relative chronology of the loss
of final dentals and final *-s, For discdssion,\see IT A and‘

II D.

iv) Summary.

Having previously proposed above that the reconstructed
sound change *-om > #*-u did not actually take place in.
Slavic, I discussed one problem in this seétioq: the problem
of the development of long diphthongs, and theif releVénCe
to *-6m > *-U. It seems to me that the two developments are
incoqpatible within the framework generally reconstructed

for CS.
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3) Schmalstieg's theory.

Schmalstieg, in keeping with his theory of IE sandhi
Vatiants crested by monophthongisation (1973, 1980, also see
Shields 1976), sees the long vowel in the £-a-stems as being
the original preconsonantal variant of IE #*-ay- (¥-a-). He
also sees some mergers as having taken place between older
*-a-stems and newer *-a-stems (e.g., Gk yegpvpa , OCS SlEXQ)r
and says that the x-am form from these *-a-stems is pfobabLy
the older form.

'Schmalstieg 1971, 1976 further proposed that #-a- end
*¥-0- did indeed merge in final position before nasal
sonants, as everywhere else. He also proposed that all final
long dlphthongs were shortened in the Balto- Slav1c perlod

Schmalstxeg's theory can be outlined thus:

.1) Shortening oflfdnal +~VN combinations (*—éNv> *-aN);

2) Development of final *-aN to x*-uN;

'3) Development of sandhi variants: *-uN# C > *-Q and
*-uN# V > x-0o7%,

Later on, thzs alternatlon would have been reanalysed
morphologlcally, with *-9¢ be1ng generallsed for the»
*-a-stems and *-0 for the *-6- and *~u75tems.

Scnmaistieg links tnis nith his proposal‘that'there is
‘a unlversal tendency for word final *-aN to pass to *-uN
(1980: 39). It can be connected to the weakening of the
' artlculatlon proposed for word- f1nal p051t10n by Lass 1971.
This suggestlon is 1ngenlous, and seems to explaln the

data far better than any of the other theories outlined SO
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far. Nevertheless, it falls short on one count: sandhi
usuaily doeiépot affect vowel quality: the raising of #*a
(ié)Ain word-final position;uif not part of a general.x
weakening of final Syllabfes, is»phohologically implausible,
We would expect to find‘ihstancés of *-UNC > #-0C in medial
‘ ‘pééition. Apart from the doubtful case of *kmtom > OCS sggg,
there are none.® |

Galton 1956 argues that ﬁhe early tendency, still
apparent in.some of the modern Slavic langﬁages,vto develop
prothetic glides "militates against Fhe assumption of sandhi
in old Slav."iGalton further pdinfs out that in Sanskrit,
where most of the exampleé‘of sandhi are drawn'from; words

such ‘as tat can appear as tad or tal depending on the

quality of the initial consonant of the following word,

‘ whilé no such ekamples (apa£t {rom a few preposition+noun
phfases, e.g., O&S.iinjego, seeuélso I1 H 8) are attested
from Slavic. I suggest that Galton is right to feject Holger
Pedersen's proposal for explaining thekleﬂgth in 0oCSs ggg~as

‘the result of the generalisation of a sandhi variant.

@

'4) Ludtke and Georgiev. o N

N

.Georgiev 1969:.54 does not seem to believe t the
‘feminine t-a-stem accusative sxngular poses any szfé\of
problenm, but for the mascullne *-0- stems he proposes a .
'development similar to the ‘one for the neuter

nom1nat1ve/accusat1ve sxngular s-om > *-0. To avoid
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confusion éith the neuter eﬁaing, however, it was replaced
b} the #-uU-stem accusative singular ending *-U.

Ludtke proposes a very similar development, while
deriving the feminine *-a-stem accusative singular from *-am
(1966: 125, 133-4). ‘ |

One table will be used for the views of both scholars.

Stems

x-0-(m.) *-0-(m,) x-0-(n.) x-a-(f.)
'N . %-us *-0S *-Om *-a
A ‘ *-Um *-0m *-Om *-am

AN

N *"ﬁ *'6 #-6 *:é

*-u *-0 *-0 -0
N -u -u -0 -a
A ~-u -u ’ -0 -Q

(see also II B 5).

While this is one of the better analyses currently
‘available, theré is one raﬁher sétidus problem. Why-qhould
the masculine agcusativé‘singﬁlar £-5-stem have changed at
all? In many IE languages, the masculine‘accu5ativg singu1a;
*-§fstem is identicél ﬁo the neuter nominati§e/ac¢usative

singular *-o6-stem, e.g., -

Gk dvepéﬂbv/équv (mﬁn.s.\dvagowoa)-

i
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Skt asvam/phalam (m.n.s. asvah)

Lat dominum/bellum (m.n.s. dominus)

Go dag/haurn (m.n.s. dags)

oI fer n-/cenél n- (m.n.s. fer)

‘This is not surprising, considering that these.two
endings have the same 6rigip, i.e., the PIE absolutive.
According to this theory the masculine accusative singular
+-0-stem had the same ending as the neuter
nominative/accusative singulaf *x-0-stem before the loss of
final *-m as well as after. In this instance it would seem

that a morphological reanalysis is not necessary.

5) A new approach.

1 will now present my owﬁ hypothesis of the way in
which the evolution proceeded. A table was given in I A, and
it is now time to elaborate on the framework shown therein.
The plural endings~§ill not be discussed here, although they
are ébsolqtély'vital to.a”ﬁgoper understanding of the
-‘tendencieS'at work during éhevtime of the proposed

reanalysis .’°

i) Reconstructions.
1 accept the reconstruction of the masculine #-6-stem

accusative singular as *-om, for reasons given above (see I

A, I B)..
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« 1 accept that the feminine *-a-stem accusative singular
should be reconstructed as #-am, also for reasons given
above. 1 propose that the #-U-stem accusative singular

ending should be #*-U (see I B for further details).

ii) The evolution of the forms.
The starting peint for this reconstruction is after the
rise of the *-3/a-stems, carrying with it the new gender

distinction. This stage would be reconstructed thus:

.a)
Stems *-u-(m.) *x-0~-(m.) *-a~(f.)
N *-U-S *-0-s *-a-g
A *-U-¢ % *+-0-m *£-a-m

Then, with the rise of nasal vowels and the loss of
final #-s, several new syncretisms would have arisen which
could have been potentially disastrous for the paradigm.

b)

Wwhen we consider that the accusative singular and
plural of masculine and feminine nouns would have fallen
together here, it becomes clear that if the inflectional
systém with its distinctions of number,lgender,_and case is
to be preserved, a reshuffling of endfngs mﬁst take'place.

v The mergers shown ih b) above would have been averted

by generalising the s-i-stem endings in the nominative and
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accusative singular as exclusively ;aSCUIinebendings. The
reasons for the nominative ending have been discussed in II
B. The *-u-stem accusative singular ending was also taken
over into the *-0-stems to preserve the distinction between
the masculine and feminine accusative singular.

Thus we have the system attested in OCS:

c)

Stems *-6-(m.) | s-a-(f.)

-a
-Q

z
. !
[ ¥ ot}

, 1ii) Advantages of the new approach.
i&. The above analysis has the following merits:.

a) As with other proposals, it eliminates the need for

postulating complicated, implausible Auslautgesetze;

b) It provides a'convincing hypothesis to explain the
endings which are actually attestgd;

'c) It can be tied in nicely with trends which are
apparent in the later Slavic languageé. |

Here we have an example of te primacy of gender over
casé{ That gender should be marked in the aécusative
singularadﬁodld come as no surprise: Stankiewicq 1977: 170

proposes that the accusative singular in Slavic lanhquages is

- the least marked case in that it allows the maximum

differentiation of gender (see also II A), e.g., Russian
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masc.inan neuter feminine
yeMOgaH ° ) OKHO KOMHATY

;every other case including the nominative the

;n between masculine animate and inanimate is
fiféd.‘Stankiewicz does not suggest how far back this
fﬁéan be traced. Studies of the freguency of case in
Fic languages have shown that the accusative singular is

rly as frequent as the nominative singular in some

%ces, and more so in others, cf. Gerd et al. 1974, 1976.

| 6) Summary of I1I C.
In this section the accusative singular of *-6-, *-a--,

-

-stems was treated. The fqllowihg proposais were made:

i) The alleged sound change +-6m > *-0 did not actually
take place in CS, and the accusative singular of the

masculine *-0-stems was taken from the *-0-stems.
€.

ii) The status bf'long.diphthongs in CS was diScussed,
and it :és suggested that morpholoéic&l factqré might. have
preserved them in certain positionsdfor a longer period than
is usually believed. In this instaqce‘paftiCUIar reference

(was made to the accusative singular ending of feminine

x-a-stems’,

iii) As in II B, it was proposed that the need to
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i

differentiate gender played a vitai role. Following

Sténkiewicz 1977, it was proposed that there was a tendency

to distinguish masculine and femihine.in the accusative
sfﬁgular. According to the framework outlined above, ;he
maséﬁline“*;é-stem and feminine *-a-stem accusative singular
endings would have fallen together when #-VN- combizgp{g;;\\\\\
were nasalised. Thig merger was AVer;ed by generalising thé
t-u-stem ending *-U to the masculine *-é-stems,}thus |

rescuing the gender distinction.
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D. The problem of the *-0/jo- and *-a/ja~stems accusative

plural.

1) Introduction.

i) Related forms.

In this section the *—6/j6- and *—é/jé¥stems will be .
discussed in detail. Two other endings will not be}discuééed
at'length( although some scholars would treat them as part
‘of the problem herein outlined.

a)vThe’*—é/jé—stem genitive singular. Following
Véiflant 1958: 1: 150, I assume ;hat the ending hére is
taken from the nomingtive/accusative plural. This.
suppbsitionncan be fitted in quite nicely (see II A and‘
Jakobsén 195777) and will be taken for granted here.

b) The endings of the nominative singular masculine. of

Vthe presént partiéiple active, These will be given a section
to iheméelvés (see iI G). |
2 . "

ii) Dialect differences.

‘_-Oﬁe majqf:problém involved in &his topicqis that
di;ledtal differences appear within Elaﬁﬁc itself. It is in:
the #-55' and *-jé?stemsvthat'these diff;rences are'found.4v-{

| ?or the #-6% and *-é*stemS’b th North ?Eést_and West )
and South Slavic‘have -y ih>the accu'atiQe'pluralu‘FOr'thg
*-jo- and *—jé;stéms, howevef; North Slavic has —éj(termed

©
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-é3 in much of the literature), whereas South Slavic has -eg.
Many scholars have attempted to explain this phenomenon
purely phonologically (with complex sound changes peculiar
only tg the final‘éyllable). An entirely satisfactory answer
has not yet been found, alth9ugh I maintain that this
problem, too, can be explained without reference to

Auslautgesetze. For discussion, see 6 below.

1ii) The IE evidence and the early CS developmently.

Here forms for only the #-6- and *-a-stems will be
given, as 1in many IE languages the *-jo- and *-ja-stem
paradigms are almost identical.

The accusative plural in IE languages seems to have
been formed by the addition of the plural marker #*-s ejther
to the dual (collective) ending #*-V (lengthened theme vowel)
or to the agcusativé singular form in *-m (thus giving
#+-ns). The ending *-ns arose later than *-Vs, usurping its
fUnction“in many instances. The *-Vs was as a result often

confined to the nominatifg.

Ay
In the *-0/jo-stems @And the *-a/ja-stems in Slavic the

O

ending #*-ns has taken over the accusative function in the
plural, although in the other stem classes\thé *-Vs ending
is still used for the accusative. In other IE languages one
can see either the #*-ns or the #-Us ending in the accusative

i

plural.

¥
'
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*-nS *x-Vs

Go wulfans Lat lugos

OPr deiwans Lith dievus i
Gk (Cregan5 Avkove Gk (Homeric) 7yevvg
Skt asvan (< #*-ans) Skt dhenuh

Examples of the restriction of #*-Vs to the nominative

plural can be seen in Go wulfos, gastels, Skt devah, and

Lith naktys.

In Old Irish the old *-0-stem plural ending *-0s has

been restricted to the vocative plural, e.q.,

P

n.s. fer ’ n.pl.fir
v.s. fir v.pl.firu

a.pl. firu < (*-ons),

As we have seen above (II A) it is possible to
reconstruct the accusative singular ending as *-¢, except
for the *-0-stems and *-a-stems, where it would be #-m.

1iv) The evolution of the forms to early CS.

» - .
The proposed development (adapted slightly from

Schmalstieg 1980: 81) is .summarised below. For the

development in its wider context, see the table in I A.

Stage I: PIE absolutive/ergative - no plural marking.

*ulga- - abs (sulgas - erg)

*sunu- - abs (*sunus - erg)

Stage II: dialectal IE (rise of the n./a. opposition).

¢
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n. *ujquos a. *ulquom (abs + #*-m) *ulguo - collective

(connected with the rise of the feminine gender)

n. *sunus a. *sunu (abs) *sunu - collective (see I B).

Stage III: late dialectal IE.
*ulquo- collective > dual (*ulquos new plural)

No case distinctions in plural (see Stankiewicz 13977

and I1 A).

Stage IV: Rise of case distinctions in plural.
New nominative plural in #-i (see II H).
New accusative plural in #*-ns.

The old *-Vs ending 1s restricted in scope.

Stage V: early CS (Partial Paradigms).

Stems
*-0- *-a-
(m.) (£.)
S D Pl S D Pl
N *ulkos sulko  *ulkos *gena *genas
A *ul kom sulkons *genam *genans
*$-u-
(m.)
N *£sUnus o
A *sunu *sunus

Note the absence of #-m in the accusative singular

t-y-stem.

v) The, reconstruction of the *-jo/ja-stems.



142

One of the reasons for reconstructing an #-m in the
*-0-stems is the *-jo-stem accusative plural in OCS: *-je <
x-jéns. According to the reconstructions outlined above, |
there must have been an *-m in the accusative singular at
somé.stage, so that a plural in *-ns could have been formed
(see 1 B).

According to the theories outlined in II A, an ending
*-ns should have nasalised the preceding vowel. The only
trace of an original nasal vowel in the aceusative plural is
with the *#-jo-stems and the *-ja-stems. And, as we shall see
below, there is the related problem of -€3 in North Slavic.

As the *-jo- and ;-jé—stems are closely related to the
*-0- and *-a-stems, it would seem réasonlble to assume that
their accusative plural endings can be traced back to the
one morpheme. But at first sight,this does not seem to be

the case, e.qg.,

Stems

oCS £~0- *-j0- t-a- s-ja
NS viluku mozi zena zemlja
APL viuky moze zeny zeml Je

See I1 D 5 below for more detail.

vi) The *-y/-je altérﬁation.

Although "y" and "je"appear as apparent alternants
elsewhere in the language (see II G), it does not seem
probable that phonological factors alone are at work (see II
A). Considering the vast amount of morphological rebuilding

which CS underwent in the course of its long and varied
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histofy, one ought not to dismiss the possibility that the
-y ending and the -je ending had different origins.

vil) Summary. -

IE seems to héve had two endings for the accusative
plural: #-Vs and *-ns. The latter is the newer ending. From
the evidence of the *-jo- and s-ja-stems it seems that we
must reconstruct the nasal for at least this part of the
paradigm. However, the 3-y/je alternation that we find here

cannot be explained phonologically. An alternative solution

will be proposed below.

2) The traditional reconstruction of the evolution of

the *-(j)6- and -(j)a-stems in the accusative.

-

i) Introduction.
The traditional explanation is as follows. The s-6-stem

ending goes back to PIE *-0ns, which alternates with tﬁf .

. @ A
ﬁij6~stem ending -je, derived from PIE *-jons. The #-a-stem

ending goes back to PIE #*-dns, which alternates with *-jéns.

The developments will be outlined in ii). below, with '

comments (slightly adapted from Shevelov 1964: 333). \
ii) The traditional reconstructions. ’

‘At this point we will briefly discuss the traditional

reconstructions. Some comments will be appended for each
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stage.
a) *-jo- > x-gé

kéons . *mdng jons ~ #genans"’ +zeml jans

*mongjens *genans *zeml jens

S ] e
CLC
-
(o]
=
n

Comments on a)

The change #-jo > *-je should have taken place before
the change #*-0- > 3-u- to account for the y/je alternation
(Ferrell 1965a: 1027°%).

Now this exposes a gléring contradiction in the
standard theory. The next development shguld have been as
follows:

b) *-6 > *-u

:g¥kons *mongjens *genans *zemi]ens
*ulkuns *mongjens *genuns szemljens

Comments on b)

a) The change %-¢0 > +-U/-N(C)# is reconstructed as
being a very early development, even pushed back to the
Balto-Slavic period by some scholars (Kortlandt 1979: 262).
Therefore one might expect to find *-jo > *-je as a
Balto-Slavic development also. There is, however, no trace
of such a development, nor is one postulatéd. The changg of
+-3ns > *-Uns is generally included as part of the standard
theory, although some scﬁolars (e.g., Schelesniker 1964:
35-36),ha0e expressed differing opinions.

f) Another problem is caused by the'*—éf and
t-ja-stems. In the accusative éingular ending the *-a does
not behave like *-5, which seems to point to the proposed
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sound change #3> *U/-N# taking place before the merger of
*-0 and #*-a, In the plural, however, *-a does seem to behave
like *-o6, thus pointing to the merger taking place before
*#-0 > *-U/-N#. Surely in an instance such aé this we should
look for a morphological solution.

c) Loss of final #=-s

*ulkuns *rmongjens sgenuns szemliens
- xulkun smongjen *genun szeml jen

- Comments on c)

The compensatory lengthening presumably caused by the
loss of #*-s (*-Uns > s-un) has no parallel elsewhere in
Slavic.”® Shevelov believes that it is the result of
nasalisation. It is difficult to understand what exactly he
means by this, as it would be a unique development in
Slavic, direcily contradicted by phenomena elsewhere in the
i:nguage (if the *-s 'is not responsible for the compensatory
lengthening, but the nasal sonant is, then it follows that
thgre should be no difference betwéen the developments of

-

*-ons and *-om. But the first develops into'~y(< s-u),
L . .

according to the Standard theory, and the second develoﬁs

_ «
into -u, There seems to.be an inconsistency here also,
cf.Shevelov 1964: 333). o
We then move to d), which should give us the forms we

find in OCS.

d) Denasalisation and derounding of =*-Q
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0

*ulkﬁn xmongjen *genun *zeml jen
vluky"®® moze .zeny zeml Je

Comments on d)

Here we have the traditional theory. Many scholars
accept the proposed deyelbpment *-6ns > -y without question,
and dissenting voices are fewer here than with other items

(see II A).

iii) General remarks on the traditioﬁaiﬁreconstruction.

The phonological implausibility of the_asove has
already been discussed (see II A). There are also various
inconsistencies and ordering paradoxes. Perhaps the only
merit of the above analysis ié the derivation of the #*-0 and

*-a-stems on the one hand and the *-jo- and *-ja-stems on

the other from a single source.®’

3) Implications of the loss of final #*-s.

i) General remarks.

Although many of the articles ahd relevant sections in
the handbooks:ﬁention‘that final *-s was lost in Slayic,
very few, of tﬁem-actually at:émpt to egplain what i:&\,
COﬁséquences forvthe plural nominal declension woulduhaQe
been.®? As has been proposed ébove (see I B), many of the
plural case-forms in IE languages were formed simply by

adding #*-s to the relevant singular form. The subsequent
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loss of this #-s would therefore ha;e had serious
consequences for the sihgular/plural distinétion. The
distinction of number is fundamental (see II A). Thus ;e
should expect to Egnd that a morphological reanalysis can be

plausibly reconstructed.

ii) Some specific implications.

It has been suggested above that the traditionally

reconstructed developments #-om > -U and #-6ns, -ans > -y

never actually took place in Slavic, But that after the loss

" of *-s, they would have fallen together as #-¢. This merger,

if it had been followed through, would probably have gone a

SR
long way towards the obliteration of the:sinqular/plural

‘contrast in CS. Furthermore, the proposed change #-om > #-9

would have fallen together with the #-am > #-¢ change (see
11 C). ( =
A table will show the proposed development:

Stems

a) *zenam Zenans  *vlukom #v1Ukéns  #suni  *sunus
b) £Zeno *Zeno xv1uko xv]luko *SYnuU £Syny

4) An new approach for the reconstruction of the #-6-

and *-a-stem endings.

Y
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i) Introduction. %

In the above sections we have discussed various
difficulties connected wiph the traditional reconstruction
of the accusative plural ending of the *-6- and #-a-stems.
In this section we wf{l attempt to lay out a new solug%on,
utilising the framework\from IT A 5. The *-3jo- and -

*-ja-stems will be disc&bsed in 5) below.

ii) The #*-u-stem endinyg.
At thils stage let us cofsider the *-u-stem development

in the accusative plural:
14

|

The above form has the same\ending as Skt dhenuh <

a) xsunus

*-us. It is often reconstrycted a§ deriving from *-uns, but
this would run up against the same'\difficulties as the
alleged development #*-6ns > -y aftek\it passes the stage
t-uns. As there is‘fairly solid evidépce for the existence
of a PIE ending #-us (#-Vs), it does not seem too daring to
derive OCS -y from it,. |

b) syny

Here we have a simple,straightforward development, with
no problems the loss of final #-s in CS. I propose thaﬁ the
+-U-stem accusative plural endiné is traceable directly to

PIE :—Gs,'and not *-uns (see I B and II B for the lack of

*-m in the accusative singular).

iii) The morphological remodelling.

AY
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We have already seen what all the various losses and
mergers in the final syllable lead to: the obligeration of
many number &nd gender distinctionst In the masculine
'*-6-stems and feminine *-a-stems the singﬁlar/plu%al
distinctionfwould have been in danger of vanishing. An
interesting ;esult (which would indeed have‘been bizarre 1f
the situation had remained that way!) is that under such a

B

system the dual would have been opposed to the singular and

plural. ,

szenp -(accusative) singular and plusal vs. *zene -
dual. ’

svluko - (accusative) singular and plural vs. #vluka -
dual.

In the #-U-stem paradigm the dual (PIE #*sunu) would
have merged with the plural after the loss of #-s. This
would not have had such serious consequences, however, and
is probably connected with the loss of the duai in other IE
lanéuages, a process well documented for Greek, Germanic,
a?d Celtic besides later stages of Siavic.
| The obvious way out of the difficulty here would be to
generalise the -y of thelt-ﬁ-stems'as a sort of universal
accusative plural marker on the stems that needed it. Gender
distinctions are, as a rule, less important in the plural
than in the singular (see II A and the feferences cited
thgrein). Thus there would have been no fuddamental
objection Eo extending the -y ending to the feminine

i

*-a-stems. In the *-a-stems the #-y was further extended to
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‘the nominative plural, as the loss of final #*-s had
obliterated the singular/plural distinction,there. For the
masculine nominative plural, see II H 1.

As far as 1 am aware, the only scholar to pfopose a
solution of this kind is Georgiev 1969: 58. This
explanation, however, félls short when he attempts to

account for the *-jo- and *-ja-stem forms (see below).

iv) Concluding remarks.
Once again, we have traced a plausible development

which has no appeal to Auslautgesetze whatever. As we have

seen above, the traditional proposal runs into too many
contradictions. The alternative approach outlined above runs

into none of these difficulties.

5) The 3-j6- and *-ja-stems.

[
Nd

i) Introduction (see also 1 v above).
There are two basic questions that we must ask when
déalinq)if}h the s-jo- and *-ja-stem paradigms. Why should
they have pfeserved the nasalisation when their *-o6-and
s-a-stem counterparts have lost it?
| As Shown‘as%ve, pésiting a purely phonological
de§elopment runs into too many difficulties. The second

7Qq that should be asked‘is: why did the proposed

ogical analysis not touch the #-3jo- and #-ja-stems?
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The standard theory has already been outlined above.

ii) The question of length.

At this‘’stage we should decide whether the stem formant
vowel in the ending hitherto written as *-Uns was long or
short. |

In I A it was assumed that "xj" did not .cause the
fronting of a following "*a", but that it did cause the
fronting of a following "#a". Thus, the question of vowel
length in the reconstruction 1s vital to the reconstruction
of the development: #-jans would develop t%\*-jo,”whereas
s-jans would develop to #-je.

In II C it was proposed that although long diphthoﬁgs
were generally subject to shortening in Baltic and Slavic,
some of them could have been preserved by analogical
pressures and the need to keep certain categories distinct.
As has been pointed out above, gender distinctions.are much
less important in the plural than in the singular; and so
the merger of *-dns and *-ans would not have had too great
an affect on the paradigm._Thérefore we can reconstruct an
ending *ﬁjéhs for both *-ja-stems and *-jd-stems: there
would have been no need to preserve *-jams.

Now *-jans would have developed to *-je in the proposed
reconstruction. In the singular *-jé-sgems, length would
' probably have been preserved (see II C). Such‘a pfopbsal
wquld explain the accusative singular form -jo from #-jém;-

The ending *-je would not have been ambiguous in this



152

By

instance, and would therefore have been preserved. It would
have even extended its rénge, in thi; instance to the
nominative plural and genitive singular.

in the *-jo-stem paradigm, on the other hand, the loss
of final #-s would have obliterated the singular/plural
distinction, é.g., a.s. *—jom > *—jém'> —je’/a.pi. *~jons >

) I
*-jéns > -je. Therefore, under pressure from the *-0-stems,

which had already opted for this alternative, the *-jé-stemé
adopted the *-U-stem accusative singular ending -u, while
retaining the *-je ending for the plural, possibly under the

-

influence of the feminine *-ja-stems. -

iii) Summary and table.

A table will clarify these proposals:

Stems
*-j0- *-ja-
A.S. *moz-jom , *zeml-jam
A.PL. *mpz-JONns *zeml-jans
) ) v
A.S. S mozi (<#moze) . ' zeml
A.PL. : . moze v - zemlje

The singular/plural distidct;on has not been lost in K
the *-jé-stem péradigm; it,has‘qerelf been”reshapéd, ’ |
vHowever, it was nearly obliterated in the *-jé—Stems.‘Aj
mo;phologiCél reanalysis ¥%uld have been needed t¢ pféSerVe
the nécesééry distinctioﬁsﬂ and so the *4ﬁ-stem'accu$atived

e "
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t
singular ending has been generalised via the *-0-stems.
Thus, we have yet another development which may be
explained guite plausibly without recourse to

Auslautgesetze.

6) The problem of e3 and dialectal differentiation.

1) Introduction.
There are some further difficulties involved. For this
is where Slavic shows one of its major morphological

isoglosses: -je in the South, -je in the North (East and

West Slavic).

ii) Some previous theories.

There have been numerous at%empts to explain this
dialéctal differentiation.

a) Van Wijk proposed that CS originally had two front
nasal vowels, which merged in Sputh Slavic, 'but were
distinguished in the north (1916: 461; also see II G). The
problem with this theoqy is that it, like many other
theories under discussion in this thesis, is forced to rely

on Auslautgesetze: this sort of differentiation only appears

in the final syllabie, nowhere else in the word.
b) Georgiev proposes that *-e¢ and *-e3 result from the
generalisation of two different sandhi variants: a) PIE

*-yos (preconsonantal) > CS *-(j)é, generalised in North
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Slavic, and b) PIE s-yons (prevocalic) > CS *-(j)e,
generalised in South Slavic (1969: 66-7). The possibility of

sandhi variants in Slavic has already been discusseq and

rejected above (II A, II C). \ .
c) Ludtke (1966: 140-1), following several other

authors, suggests that North Slavic might have had certain

reductions in syllable-final position (loss of nasal

.

element ), whereas South Slavic would QEOe preserved the

nasal. He links this to the participial development (see II
G). o
d) Schelesniker proposes a morphological restructuring
which seems to take care of many of the difficulties. For
South Slavic he sees a transfer of the *-0 and *-jo-stem
accusative plural onto the #-a-and *-ja-stems, which is

. similar to the development proposed above, except that the

-y of the hard stems is taken as deriving from *-0Ons by a
»

special Auslautgesetz.

He proposes that the original *-a-stem accusative
plural ending was PIE #-as, and that there existed an
opposition *-a/eé between the hard and soft stems (e.g., n.s.
roka, but zemlje) and with the loss of final #*-s the
paradigm sorted itself out with *-a as the nominative
singular form and *-é as the nominative/accusative
plural-genitive éingular form. He sees the #-a-stem ending
-y as being taken from the *-o0-stem ending.

e) Schmalstieg 1968 proposes a solution which has

parallels in Baltic developments. According to his



155

hypothesis, two variants s*-ans and *-as coexisted (due to a
proposed early denasalisation before *-s in final position,
and then the rise of new *-ans ;naings from #-an(t)s). He
further suggests that the ;—é/e and *-a/y alternations (see
I1 G) are the results of different treatment of the many
possible reflexes arising from contaminations of ‘the two
original alternants (e.g., genitive singular feminine of the
pronominal declension of adjectives *-(j)as + *-jans > xjeje

> xje-). je > *jeje: these alternations would later spread

to the rest of the paradigm.

i11) The case for a morphological approach.

This dialectal differentiation should be due to
‘morphological, rather than phonological {?ctors, és several
authors (e.g., Shevelov 1964: 335, Schelesniker 1964: 37
passim) have pointed out. To have *-je in final position is
quite possible in North Slavic languages, and it appears in
.the following categories: ’

a) The accusative singular of the personal pronouns,

e.g., *me, *te, *se, P mie, cle, sie. These could be

explained away as special developments in monosyllables.®’?
b) The n./a.s. of the neuter *-n-stems (see II F),

ending in *-men > CS *-me, e.g., OCS ime, P imie, R AMA.

c) The h./a.s. m/n. of the present active participle,

e.g., OCS zpaje, OP szukaje, OR Hd.ibf .
: |

i
!

iv) Neﬁman's theory.
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Newman 1971 points out that fof\ﬁost Northern Slavic
languages texts are not attested until after the
denasalisation of these reconstructed nasal vowels had taken
place (except in Polish, where another potentially serious
merger took place 1in that both nasal vowels merged.) He
proposed that'*—é3 was introduced to prevent syncretism
between the nominative singular on one hand and the
nominative plural and accusative singular on the other. In
Polish the merger of nasal vowels would have threatened a
similar syncretism, between the accusative singular and the
accusative/nominative plural, and so %-e3 was generalised as
the nearest non-nasal phoneme in the plural,®® while the
nasal was kept for the singular.

A table wi1ll make this clear:

OR, OCz opP
O
N.S. szem(1l)ja A.S.xzem(1)jy(< *-j9)
N/A.PL. xzem(1l)ja < x-ans szem(l)jy (< =2-je)
N.S. rzem(1l)ja . A.S.*zemjy

v) Conclusion to II D 6.
Newman's theory is the one that seems to fit the data
the best out of the various proposals discussed above. It

has no appeal to Auslautgesetze, and it takes into account

the fact that the North Slavic languages (with the.exception

‘0f Polish, for which another, related explanation is
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offered) are attested only after the nasal vowels have lost
their nasalisation. He adopts the same sort of framework
used in this dissertation: the reconstruction of
morphological reanalyses to preserve distinctions which
would otherwise have been lost. It is important to note that

1t does not appeal to Auslautgesetze.

Incorporating Newman's proposal into my own hypotheses
expressed earlier in this section, I suggest that a
convincing alternative framework to the traditional

Auslautgesetze has been outlined here, too.

7) General conclusion to II D.

The following proposals were made in thils section:

i) The *-6- and s-a-stem accusative plural ending #-y
was taken from the #-u-stems.

ii) The #-jo- and *-ja-stem ending *-je is the result
of a normal phonological development.

i1i) The North Slavic -e3 arose through morphological,

not phonological processes.
J
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E. The problem of the genitive plural ending

Lo
A

1) Introduction: the IE background. -

i) Preliminaries.

Nearly all the authorities seem to be 1in agreement
about the origin of this ending: according to the generally
accepted opinion, it is the expected reflex of either PIE
x-om# or *-om#. As far as I am aware, only Lﬁdtké and
Georgiev (see below) dissent from this view, while still
accepting that the early Proto-Slavic form contained a nasal
sonant in final position.

The seemingly exact correspondence between the Slavic
ending -0 and other IE endings (see below) is the biggest

single piece of evidence for the existence of Auslautgesetze

in CS. According to the hypothesis outlined above, however,
PIE *-om# and *-Om# should both have developed into *-o#.
’

-+:» There is, however, no trace of such an ending in the

attested forms of Slavic in the genitive plural form,

ii) The IE evidence.

With one or two exéeptions the IE evidence is
overvwhelmingly in favour of reconstructing a nasal sonant in °
this endiﬁg{

Sanskrit, Greek, and Lithuanian all have forms which

seem to point to PIE :—6m,»e;g., Skt devanam, Gk &vfpwrwy,
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Lith dievQ. However, there is a large body of evidence which
| seems to point to the reconstruction of a short véwel in
this form.

0l1d Irish has forms which could point to either a long
vowel or a short vowel, both plus nasal (e.g., (Ogam) tria
maga)."® The one-time presence of the nasal is still
attested 1in Modern Irish by the eclipsis of the following
consonant, e.g., na mbo.

Early Latin has an ending -om (later > -um, see II B),
e.g., divom (Classical deum). Old‘Prussian, insofar as the
evidence thereof is reiiable, seems to show a short vowel
also, e.g., grikan (< *jém).\For discuss}on, see Schmalstieg
1976a: 150.

We have here an impressive array of evidgnce to justify
a feconstruction of *-om or *-om for PIE. According to the

standard theory of Auslautgesetze, discussed in the above

sections, it is a matter of course simply to derive the

Slavic ending -0 from PIE #-0m < s-om.

iii) Divergent IE forms.

The reflexes of the usually probosed PIE genitive
plural s-om do, however, have some problems associated’with
them. | | |

The first problem is the fact that - the forms in the
attested IE languages are by no means uniform. Gothic,
Hittite, Armenian, and Tocharian all have forms that cannot

be directly traced back to PIE #-om.
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Gothic has an ending -é (e.g., dage), the origin of
which 1s one of the gréatest problems in historical Germanic
linguistics. Several authorities (e.g., Moller, quoted by
Must 1952) have proposed that this -e is simply aﬁ ablaut
variant (e-grade) of #*0 (< *-om). Some stems in Gothic do
have the reflex of the *-om ending (e.g., tuggono) and the
rest of Germanic also shows evidence for phis ending, e.g.,
OE stana (< #-om), Olc daga(< *-om). For a brief review of
~ the litérature and an interesting proposal, see Must 1952.

Hittite does not distinguish between the genitive
singular and plural - in the later language at least. Thus
antuhsas can be the genitive singular or genitive plural of
antuhsSas - "man;. In the older lanquage the genitive plural
ehds in -an, which could derive from PIE *-6m. This ending
is also used for the genitive singular, e.g., Labarnan g.s.
of Labarnas. Schelesniker 1964:v30—4 proposes somethihg
similar for the Proto-Slavic genitive plural. This will have
important cbnsequences for the theonyvohtlined below, when
other factors are taken into consideration.

Tocharian has a genitive plural ending -mts, e.qg.,

pikul g.pl. Q}kwalamts. Schmalstieg gg%o 72 sees these

endings as a comblnaplon of *-n and *-s.

There are several unique featurés of the genitive
pldral, which could point to the need for an alternative
analysis to explain the Slavic form.

) .

Hirt 1927: II1: 60 (writing before the discovery and

interpretation of the Hittite and Tocharian material)
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pointed out that the genitive was the only case in the .
plural where an *-s was not attested. As we have seen above
(see 11 D), many of the plural endings attested 1n the
modern IE languages seem to have been formed by suffixing an
#-s to the relevant singular form. Ivanov and Toporov

suggest that the genitive plural was ﬂﬁt‘subject to the
singular/plural contrast.®® The evolution of the Latin forms.
in the first (*-a-stem), second (#-0-stem), and the fifth -
(*-e-stem) declénsioné is interesting here - the old -um (%
“om) has been suffixed to the old n./a, plural ending, e.g.,

(01d Latin) divom (deum) > Classical deorum.?’

Certain stems (e.g., requm, see above) keep the older
ending.

Another”ihteresting feature Of the IE genitive plural
is its surprising uniformity, cutting right across gender

distinctions and stem-classes, e.g., Gk moA(rno -ToltTwy,

Tiun - Tluwv, Avfpwmoo - dvfpwrwy, knpuvt - knppvkwy; Skt

asvah - asvanam, phalam - phalanam, arya - aryanam, nadih -

nadinam, mrduh - mrdunam, godhuk - ggduhém;'Lith dievas -

dievy, galva - galvy, sunus - suny, akmud - akmeny.

Similar examples can be culled from all over IE,
especially Slavic (see belgw)._This apparent uniformity is
noteworthy considering the diversity observable in other
case forms, and it will be discussed in greater detail

below.
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, 2) The reconstruction of the Slavic genitive plural

endin

i) s-6m or *-om?

Nearly all the authorities propose that the Slavic
genitive plural ending -u should be traced back to PIE %-0m
or *-om. Which of these endings should be chosen is a moot
point. The authorities who have chosen *-O0m have a much more
plausibie case than those who have chosen *-om:

a) The reconstruction *-om 1s supported by evidence

from Latin, Old Prussian, and possibly 0ld Irish.

b) It agrees with alleged Auslautgesetze elsewhere 1in
the languége, e.g., the accusatiQe‘singular of the *-0-stems
(see II1 . C), the first person singular of the aorist (see II

H).

ii) Problems in the}reconstrhction of *-om.

The feéonstruction §—6m-has to contend' with several
difficulties.

The proposed dévelopment/:-ém > -u has no support from
other reconstructions in CS. Accofding to the standard
theory:

a) In the nominative singular of masculine *-n-stem

nouns *-on > -y, e.g., *kamon > kamy.

b) In the'éiiusative singular of the *-a-stems #-om
® ST :
(*-am) > -9, e.g., rokp < srankam.*®®

€ e

&
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iii) Some proposals.

Various proposals have been put forward to try and save
the reconstruction *-om > =*-U.

a) Streitberg 1891 proposed a common, albeit
independent shortening of long‘diphfhongs in Baltic and
Slavic, with a loss of nasalisation by nasal diphthongs
bearing a circumflex (schleifende Ton). This is thrown into
question by the form #kamy cited above, which preserves
length on the syllable under discussion.

b) Most scholars nowadays would follow Meillet (1934:
397-8) in deriving the Slavic genitive plural ehding -u from
*-om. |

c) Schmalstieg 1980: 72 proposes that #-om is the
original form and that #-om is g'later development. He sees
+-0m and *-o0 as being original sandhi variants in IE, and
has amassed a considerable body of evidence to support this
claim (1973, 1974a,1986,.etc., see also I1 C). According to
this thgoryqlt—ém represents a later contamination of #-0
and *-om, following Kurylowicz's claim -that in analogical
change a bipartite morpheme replaces a single one (1949:
70). | ‘ |

d) Kortlandt 1979: 28)-300 shows that *-om was probably
thé origin?l PIE ending, and that the v&tiogs developments
of #-om in Greek, Sanskrit, etc. are chronologically
younger. ,

e) Ludtke declares that the nqrmal reflex of PIE’:—ém
would be’*-y in Slavic, andrproposes that -u replaced #*-y
N\

\

LY



because of a.threatened merger with the accusative plural.
He‘suggests that the genitive plural generalised the short
vowel for the following reason: "Dass die &ahl auf den
Kurzvokal fiel, mag mit den haufigen Gebrauch des G.Pl.,
z.B. nach "Mengenwortern”, wie Zahlen, Verneinungspartikeln
u.a. zusammenhangen,"(1966: 128-9). This proposél seems to
recall Manczak's theory of irregular sound change due to
high frequency (see I1I A). In early attested Slavic,
however, it seems that the accusat ive Plural ié more
f;equent than the geniti&e (Gerd et al;/1974: 198),\al;hough
there is some evidence from Modeﬁn Czech to show the
opposite (Jelinek et al. 1961: 86).

e) Hamm 1966: 39-51 proposes 6 new def%nition of

"entropy"” - "the turning of sound features into distinctive

morphological units”, and utilises this concept to explain,
among other things, the Slavic genitive plural ending -u. He

believes that the vowel before the *-m in the genitive

e

plural was shortened as the result of a stress shift (1966:

48).
g) Georgiev 1969: 58-9 proposes a develqgment PIE *-p >

CS *-u, arguing that this end1ng orlglnated in the consonant
\

iﬁzms and then spread to the rest of the system. The problemi

with this is that such a development is unattested anywhere
else in Slavic: PIE #-p normally develops to #*-im/#-um ahd

then develops into a nasal vowel. The only clear case where
PIE *-q corresponds to Slavig *U is in the doubtful/equatisn

fkmtom - *suto, and *suto is normally explained as an

164
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instance of bbrrowing from another dialect of IE, or as a

case of dissimilation (Shevelov 1964: 91).

iv) Conclusion.

Every one of the above theories‘reéonstructs the
one-time presence of a nasal sonant. According to the theory
expounded above, such reconstructed forms shquld have
developed automatically into a nasal vowel. As pointed out
Qbove, there 1s no nasal vowel attested in Slavic in this
position.

The genitive plurél ending 1s the clearest example used

to justify special Auslautgesetze. As the comparative

_evidence seems so strong here, we should possibly seek
outside the normally accepted range of possible genitive

piural endings for an alternative hypothesis.

/

/

/

S .
3) Towards an alternative proposal.

i) Some typological characteristics‘of the genitive

As shown above, one of the unique features of the
genitive plural ehding in IE langquages is its hniformity.
Slavic is no exception: the ending -u is used for all
genders and stems (apart from its fronéai variant -i, which

appears only after -j), e.g.,



*-0- gradﬁ
*-a- zenu
*-u- synovu
x—y- svekruvu

Con. stems

x-n- kamenu
x-5- slovesu
x-nt- teletu
*-r- materu

imenu
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v -

mozi
zemlij1

kost1]i

Q,
o
2

Ct

The case systems 1n IE languages have very many' strata,

and often it is difficult to decide on the origin of a

particular ending. What is an emphatic particle in one

language turns up as a suffixed case ending in another,

e.g., Skt gha - OCS (to)go (see Hirt 1927: III: 118-9).

' Somet1mes pronominal endlngs have 1nvaded the n0m1nal system

(e.g., Latin domini (nigl /g9.s.) ), and it is believed by

several authorities that that certain case endings are

-originally suffixed pronouns.

¢
.

In this context i@ is interesting to note that there 1is

typologically a very close connection between the genitive

case and ad]ectlves. Exampﬁis are numerous.

S

so often uses the construction with de, é.g.,

\

;r‘French,lacks certain adjectiveé@denotihg materials and.

le cheval de

bois ~ "the wooden horse”, which is formally identical to le

cheval de Jean - "John's horsd".

Goidelic Celtic,.which has preserved

most areas, shows an even clearer example.

{

out, it had lost the genitive case as such,

-

he genitive in
Before Manx died

and tﬁe

-genitives that survived were construed as adjectives
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(Goodwin and Thomson 1966: 50), e.g., fliaghey - "rain”

ushtey-fliaghee - "rain-water" (wager of rain).
A parallel can be adduced from early attested Slavic.
Attributive adjective + noun constructions were used to

translate genitives in many instances, €.g., Synu bozijl

translates Greek vtoo Tov feov; gqroby prorociskyje

translates Greek r10v0 Tagovo Twy TpoPNTWY.

Similar examples can be found 1n other IE languages,

e.g., Armenian noyean tapan - "Noah's Ark"(cf. R Hucs .
A//

KOBY=T ): see Meillet 1934: 346, Vaillant 1935: 9,

Schelesniker 1964: 11 passim. Vaillant, following

Wackernagel, also points out that the genitive singular
ending *-1, found in Italic ynd Celtic, can be tgacéd back
to PIE *-1j6, hypothesised for forms such as boziji, guoted
above. Lehmann 1981: 179-188 suggests a connection between
the reconstructed *-0-stem genitive singular #*-0sjo and the
relative pronoun jo-, which provides further typological
support (see also Lehmann 1978: 17). |

Shields 1981: 271 pro&oses that an #*-1 particle with
genitive meaning existed 1in PIE, aﬂa that this particle was
combined with the thematic vowel (#*-0i),%® or with both the

thematic vowel and the genitive #*-% (*~0sjo).°%°

1i) Deictic particles.
The genitive ending *-i proposed by Shields 1981 is in
\ .
origin a _deictic éhrtfcle, which co-existed with another

deictic particle *-u, which appears in forms such as Gk

\



mavv, Go sau, Skt kantesu etc. In IE languages both
particles are attested sometimes in the same form, e.g., Gk
(Homeric) rococ¢, OCS teéxu®’'; Skt bharati, OCS beretu.
Sometimes this cuts across the boundary of language groups

within IE, e.g., OCS beretu OR Oeperb .°% This #*-u particle

appears in Slavic with genitive forms, e.g.., 0CS g./1.du.

gradu < #-o0-u; teéxu < #*to-i-s-u, g./l./acc.pl. nasu < *-u.

Several scholars (Vaillant 1935, Schelesniker 1964) would
probably derive this #*-u from *-om, but this seems an
unnece$sary complication.

In view of the fact that this *-u particle seems to
have had a fairly wide extension in CS, and that it was
evidently still productive up to a fairly late period, . I
propose that it also had an influence on the formation of
the genitive plural of nouns, and that -u is to be derived

from IE x-u.

4) Conclusion to II E.

In this section it 1is suggested that the genitive
plural ending in Slavic should be reconstructed as *-u, and
not as *-6m. This proposal is offered as an alternative to
the standard reconstruction.

It is interesting that analyses of the evolution of the

Slavic declension system which deny appeal to Auslautgesetze

(Ludtke, Georgiev), utilise Auslautgesetze for this

troublesome form. This analysis may claim to be the first



ever which includes the genitive plural under the heading of

forms for which Auslautgesetze need not be reconstructed. It

was shown above that not all IE genitive plural endings
should be reconstructed with a final nasal sonant. It is
proposed that Slavic should be included in that number.

Finally, it should be noted that a similar solution has
been proposéd for the troublesome Gothic genitive plural
ending -e, in Shields 1981. This solution has never been
proposed before; it parallels other developments in IE and
is worthy of consideration.

The tentative nature of this-solution for the problem
of the genitive plural ending 1in Slavic must be émphasiseq.
A great deal of work still remains to be done here, and this

proposal will doubtless have to be modified in the future.

169
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F. The problem of the masculine/neuter nominative singular

*-n-stems

1) The 1E background.

1) Some IE forms.

IE languages have numerous substantives whiéh can be
traced back to either bare root stems or stems consisting of
root + suffix endiné in a consonant. Some of the latter are
productive until a fairly late stage, e.g., *-os and *-men,
*-mon. Both these classes are sometimes called athematic
(lacking a theme vowel) as opposed to the #-0-, *-a-stems
etc., which are called thematic.

Bare root stems are numerous on Sanskrit (e.g., vak -
g.s. vacah), Greek (e.g., pto - g.s. puvoo), Hittite (e.g.,
haras - g.s. haranas), Latin (e.g., sol - g.s.solis). They
are rarer elsewhere in IE, e.g., 0ld Irish ri - g.s. rig.

Certain of the consonant suffixes are more common than
others. An #*-n- suffix is widespread in mqét IE langquages.
Sometimeés it is part of fanother suffix (e;g., f—hén-,
*-mon-, *-tjon-) and sometimes it is a suffix in its own
right. Usually the *-n- is preceded by an ablauting vowel
(*-én‘/én;/n’). -

Several examples can be culled from éli over 1E, e.g.l

Lat sermo - sermonis - masculine; nomen - nominis - neuter;

flamen - flaminis - masculine; bufo - bufonis - masculine;
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Gk fiyewwv -; fyewovoo - masculine; Soyua doyuaroo - neuter;
mowuny - motuevoo - masculine; Skt asma - aSmanah -
masculine; karma - karmanah - neuter; brahma - brahmanah -

masculine; Go hana - hanins - masculine; tuggo - tuggons -

feminine; hairto - hairtons - Neuter;:; OI brithem - britheman

- masculine; escung - escongan - feminine; Hitt Sahhan -

sahhanas - neuter; tekan -~ tagnas - common; SAL-n - SAL-nas

- common; Balt (Lith) akmud® - akmefls - masculine; vandud -

vandefis - masculine; (OPr) kermens - kermenes - masculine.

11) The Slavic forms.

The earliest attgsted Slavic shows Very few *—n4stems,
indeed, very few consonant stems at all. The cognates of IE
consonant stems are frequently found in early Slavic
extended by various suffixes, e.g., OCS sulnice, see Lat sol
above. For further discussion, see Birnbaum 1972,

There is a small, persistent group of neuter #-n-stems
which have survived in Slavic. They do not present many
problems: their nominative/accusative singular ends in -e <
*-en, e.g., e.g., ime < ximen.

In theory, -e could also derive from *-en, but this
possibility is.unlikeiy for neuter nouns (see II A),.

There are no feminine *-n-stems recomstructed for
Slavic. |

The masculine nominative'singular shows a bewildering

number of forms. The one on which most attention will be

focussed is -y,-e.g., kamy, 2;2215ﬂf

)

o
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2) The reconstruction of the masculine ending.

i) Introduction.

The origin of the ending -y is normally eéxplained as
) . "f’ ,
PIE *-on, *-0 or *-ons. All three reconstructions are,

however, problematic.

ii) ®-on > -y.

The develobment PIE s-on > CS x-y has not been
discussed in this thesis in its own right. According to
theories accepted hitherto, the raising”of”x—o to *-u before
the final nasal“wouldqiake place firsg, tollowed by_the loss
of the finel nasal. Shevelov 1964 333 attempts to apply a

trict chronology here, but is forced to depart from his
(Zroposed x-on > *-yun > ~y‘development and to derive -y from
t-ons. The evolution of the firé&“person singular oresent in.
the verba14conjugation is left uhexplained here: it is
"usually reconstructed as *-om (*éoNﬁggwhich has the reflex

-9, e.g., *berom > bero. He seems t£& have difficulty f1tt1ng
hY

the development of kamy into his framework as he

reconstructs its ending as *-Ns in his own term1nology,
A\ N
differing only from *=N .in tberom in 1ts final *-s.

e

Therefore one mlght expect that he sees the *-s as the canse

156) "...narrowing before -s-would have no,ph&'”

justification,” although he quotes kamy as an‘example‘oﬁ



173

£-0> *-u /-N# in. the same discussion.

1 ' :
Clearly, there 1s a contradiction here.

ii1) *-o0 > -y. &

The various attempts to derive CS *-y from PIE *-0 need
further comment here. Several IE languages show the
following pattern in the masculine (and feminine) patterns

of the #*-n-stems:

n.s. *-V, e.g., Skt asma; rest of declension *—Vn—#,
e.g., Skt asmanah.

Often (this cannot be ascertained on the Sanskrit
évidence alone) the‘vowel in the nominative 1is of a

different ablaut grade, e.g., Lith akmud (< #-0) - akmefs.

pif

This pattern can Qg;generalised to the *-r-stems also, e.g.,
€ .

Skt mata - mataram; Lith mote - moteres, which -

.

contrasts with the pattern observed in Latin, Greek,

. Germanic, and Celtic, where the #*-r- has been preserved
. : & ’ .

throughout the paradigm, e.g., Lat mater - matris; Go bropar

- broprs; OI'athir - athar; Gk nqcﬁﬂ?,— MTOLUEVOO; UNTNL ~
. unTPOO. | ‘

In view of the OCS form Eéﬂi: and the presence-of bther
similar forms:throuéhout Slavic (see below), it has been
proposed that PIE #-0f > *-Uf in CS (Otrebski 1954: 27-42). -
One‘difficult'problém with this proposal is the nUmbé} "two"

Al

- duva < *dua(u)o (and, by exfension, the form oba = "hoth",

and the #-6-stem n./a. du. masculine, e.d., vlika < *ulgo).

Otrebﬁki explains these apparent exceptions by proposing a
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1
spread from monosyllabic pronominal forms, which would have
been immune to the suggested development. Duridanov 1968:
17-25 proposed that the said raising should be extended to

cover PIE s-e# in order to explain OCS mati < smate..He

further argued that this development would be the earliest

purely Slavic (separate from Baltic) development, to account

for the regular developments found in Lith akmud < #3akmo and

moté < zmate. The form mati will be discussed in I1 G. At
4

the moment attention will be focussed on kamy.
. ~n

iug *-ons > -y.

Some scholars (Bruckner, Mares, Ferrell 1965a) have
sought to dérive -y from PIE %-0ns. As has been shown‘above:
the\development PIE #*-6ns > CS #-y is highly improbable,
given what‘&e know 6f relative chronology and phonological

plausibility (see II A and II D)...

3) The case for *-en.

i) The IE forms.
At this point we should consider another factor: the
possibility of nouns with *-en or #-e as a stem formant.

Greek and_Sanskrit both have forms which point to such a

reconstruction: Gk Atuny Aipevosg (fyepwv fiyeugroo); Skt raja

«
-

- raijanam.

ii) The Slavic evidence: masculines and neuters.

' ' Al
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Were there any Slavic forms in *-en? Vaillant (1930/31:
490-6) proposes that there were, but that in Balto-Slavic
they were confused with forms in *-on.°> He draws attention,
without developing this idea too much further, to the fact
that: "En slave, le nominatif~;Ecusatif en *-y n'abparait
gu'apres *-m-." There were no feminine *-n-stems in Slavic.
All *-n-stems with the nominative singular ending‘in -y are
masculine. Vaillant does not comment on the fact that they
céntrast with neuter *-men-stems in the
nominative—accusative singular; the masculine nouns would
end 1n *-my and the neuters in r-me from PIE s-men (see II
" a). Many of these neuters were formed by adding *-men to a
verbal root, e.g., Lat semen - "seed” < xse- (sow) *+ men, Gk

: —_— =
.,”901““ - "qct" < #mpay- (do) + men (zero-grade), OCS breme -
"burdeni” < tber (take) + mg < *men séme - see Latin above.
,The modern Slavic languages preserve this fairly well, e.g.,
R OpemA, BpeMA , WMA, 3HaMf CTPeMA  CeMA , TemA, Haemd, naaMa
BhHMA: P imie, zSZmig, ramie, cilemie, siémig, plemie wymie;.

Sn.ime, vime, teme, seme, rame, breme, pleme, sleme, streme,

vreme. \ '
e i . -~
' The neuters are fairly homogenous within Slavic. The
QD : "
masculines’, on the other hand, show a great variety of
forms: *-my is not the only possible ending, and forms which

do not show it wiil also be discussed below.

v

[o]
°

3) Some examples of masculine *-n-stems.

« -



176

(The accompanying glosses are reconstructed unless

otherwise stated):

1) xgvlim- - "bare-topped hill". This form is attested
as R roaomeHb and roaoms and as Bg [AaMa (see below).

ii) xgrud-m- - "heap, lump”. This form is related to
the widesbread.ggggg (attested in R, P, Cz, SC, etc.), and
grudil. It turns up in Russian as TRYM ~ "block, clod", in

Serbocroatian as grumen - id., which has a diminutive
]

grumicak (< 0ld SC xgrumicacak).
L -

Q R
iii) skam- -"stone". The Germanic and Sanskrit evidence

- 2

show that this is an original #-n/r-stem,®* and that it ~
therefore belongs to the oldest strata of the Slavic
)

vocabulary. It has numerous cagnates in the modern Slavic

languages, e.g., (ocs kamy), R xaueﬁb, U kaMiHb , SC
- e . )
kamén, Cz kamen. In the dialects there is a-great variety of

forms: South SC kami < skamy, R (Tver') Kama, Ka kam.

Derivative forms are also widespread, e.g., OR KaMhKh, Bg

s
e -5 .

‘( iv)z;jg”'ﬁEV?i"béery";is:attested'in OCS as;jg"mz and
jecimeni. Most of the mbdern Slagicyianguages have the
~*-meni ending, though forms sucnpaé';—my, *=mykﬁ do exist,
e.g., Bg (dial.) eumux, é jgézmzk.étc._rt is related:to Cz

je¢ny - "barley" (adj.), and Bernstejn proposes this as an
2 _ 4 o€
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item of proof that *-men-stems were still productive in CS

(1974: 177).

v) tkosm- - "hair (coll.) " is related to the root

*Ces-/*kos~- - "cut”, and the noun kosa - "scythe". It has
¢ _— .

numerous cognates 1n the modern Slavic languages, e.g., U Ko-

coM -~ "roll of wool", R (dial) kocMuHbA - "lock of hair”

vi) krem- - "flint". Most of the forms continue CS
t-meni-: SC kremen - "flint", R xgemeubf LS ksSemjen, etq._A
" 2 .
few forms continue CS #-my (+ ku), e.g., Bg kpemux (dial)

and CS *-nu, e.g., US krem. .
*"nu xrem
vii) »pVlim-"- "flame", has a multitude of derivatives,
and gender vacillations between masculine and neuter are

attested. OCS has plamy (m.), whereas OR has DOJAOMA (n.),

and, as a Church Slavonicism, DuaMmA., R pJaMi continues the «
latter form. Derivatives in *'meni:gbre also widespread,

e.g., SC plamen, Cz plamen, as are derivatives in *-myku and

st

*-mu, e.qg., Ka ptom, Bg pJaaMHK.

! N

viii), *pVrm- - "wool prepared on a loom" 1@ derlved

4

$
from the verbal root #*por- - "rip". It is attested malnly

w1th the *-meni endlng, e.g., P gromlen - raj gramen -

"tuft, lock". Bernétejn 1974: 176 proposes that it is not

CS, as it is not clearly attested in East,Blav1c (U HEOMle
. ,(
being a borrowing from g); A few forms 1nh*-my are attested
. \\
A \

- H

L 4
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"also : earlier SC had a form prami (< *-my), and Bg has
forms such as ppamuk and OpPaMmokK,. The US form promjo 1s

neuter (see below).

ix) *Vrm- - "ploughed area” is derived from the root
*or- - "plough”. There is a Lithuanian cognate armud, and
the Latin form armentum - "large horned cattle” is also

‘related. Most of the Slavic forms end in *-meni, e.g.,.OR pa-

-

meHde (*rameni + je).

There is also a feminine form: R pama - "field".

x) *rem- - "strap;, is also mostly attested with *-meni
endings,;e.g., R peMeHb - "strap",.M RPEMeH - id. Some forms
havé the *-k- exﬁens{on, e.g., P rzemyk.

xi) #*stam- - "upright", is .derived from the verb *sta-
- "stand", and has cognates in Lithuanian (stuomu® "height")
ané Greek.(afguwv "base of a ioom"). Some Russian dialec&s

have forms 'such as craMm, CTaMHK, CTaMHKoOMetc., which seem

to point to this reconstruction. For a fuller discussion,
see Bernstejn 1974: 180.

*

xii) *strem- - "stirrup". Besides the more common
neﬁte; forms}'é;gf, R cTpeMd, m;sculine}fdgms also exist in
Slavic, sémétimes.sidé_by side wiih théMnehters,‘e.g., P
strzgmig and stgzémieﬁ (d%aleétal). Bernétejn 1974 179

'\p;oposes'that there was a difference in meaning between the .

masculine and neuter forms..
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xiii) #strum- - "flow" is derived from the root #*stru-
- "flow", and 1s cognate with German Strom. Forms in f-meni
and *-my(ku) are attested, e.g., SC strmen - "steep slope”
and ? strumyk - "brook". (The C¢zech form strmy - "steep" 1s

also ;elated).

4) The gender of the *-n-stems

These forms canvbe categorised as follows:

9

a) *-my, e.g., kamy plamy °*«
b) *-meni, e.qg., kameniAQ}améﬁi

é) +-my(ku), e.g.,kamyku plamyku - \
N \ "-

d) *-ma, e.g., kama, - : o Tk

e) ®-mu, e.g., Ka kam.

>

A few vacillations of gender are attested in this’

«*

class. With *pVlm- we have a neuter form in Russian and &
masculine form in OCS. The derivatives have masculines and

neuters co-existing. The normally masculine *pVrm- has a

>

neuter cognate in-Upper(Sorbian (promjo). L v
There also some feminines, e.g,,'R-gggg,‘Bg raama, Cz-
kosma, and these deserve more discussion than thef have
hitherto been accorded. Above it was stated that in some
vbranches of IE, the *-n- and *-rTStemS had thevfollowing'
pattérﬁ: *-V(n.j;.)/*—VNF(rest of decleﬁsion), e.g., Lith

_akmub - akmefis. The evidence from Slavic is.slightly

amblguous here: we do not know whether the o

nomlnatlve/éccusatlve singular of the hon- neuter x-n- stems

\
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was of the pattern *-VN- or *-V. In this case we ‘have to

rely on evidence from Baltic and Indo-Iranian.
Bernstejn 1974: 190 explains forms in *-mu as being.

traceable-to forms ending in x-mén with a short stem vowel.
‘-

As has been shown aboye (see II A.and II C) this sound

change (¥-mdén > *-mu) is 1mprebable within the framework of
@ .

., the CS sound system. 1 prefer to see them as transfers to

the *-6(u)-stems in order to preserve them as masculine

nouns.

-

I propose that both £+-VN- and *-V- were possible 'in CS,

or' to put it another way, that the final *-N in the'
nominative singular was optional for a lengthy period, with

the *-N- gradually ‘extending its range. A further factor“was

that *-e and *-o0 were probably both possible in the

nominative . 51ngular In theory, theréfore,“tﬁere could have

been as many as four competing endlnds* e.g., *kamo; #*kamon;
|

: I
The situation could have been complicated yit further

xkame®®; xkamen. .

if'*fs had been added in the nbminative singular

extended their _range, and shortly
B

vowels, had become the most w1despread of the mascullne
. \ . | / .

x-n-stems. * : - |

If we reconstruct *-men as the most widespread - |

1 : :
“

* nominative singular form for the masculine *-men-stems, we
" o | L '

'
1

g
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can account for several problems, and link the proposed
development with othéré discussed above (see II A and II B).
A non-neuter/neuter opposition would very ;ikely have '
existed here, as in othr parts of the system, with :—ﬁén as
a neuter ending and *—mén as a non-neuter ending. With the
‘rise of nasal vowels and/the concomitant obliterations of
length distinctions proposed in I A, this gender distinctiony
would have been lost, with transfers from one gender to

“another in the resulting, confusion, e.g.,

1) tkamen > 2) tkame > 3) skamy

‘1) xsemén > 2) %seme >-3) #séme

5) The origin of -y. , o )

- -

Where did the *-y in kamy or‘ginateé"lt has been shown

above that it cannot be a direft phonological descendant of

either *-éns/*—énﬁ, *-on, or &-o. It is therefore quite
probable that a m&fphological development‘did take place.
In I1 A it was proposed that one of the primary '
features of the CS gender systém(was a strong tendency to
preserve the neuter, contrasting wiéh many other IE
languages. In II ﬁ it was shown that. in oné instance where

‘the masculine and neutérs seemed to be on the verge of \

merging, the neuter would preserve the ol/d ending, whereas -§>
the masculine would introduce a new ending from elsewhere in
the system. I propose that this is what happened here: the

neuter has preserved *-me < #-mén, whereas the masculine has
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Q'
intfoduced s-my.

The' "older" declensional classes (#-i-stems, *-u-stems,
and consonants steﬁs) seem to have neutef/non-neuter as

their primary gender distinction. This can be seen in'Slavic

ok 3
e

in the s-i-stems, yet numerop5~gorroboréting examples can be
taken from Lgtin, Greek, Sénsk {t, 0l1d Irish, and Gothig
etc.'® As there were no féminine s-men-stems 1in Slavic,
there was no need to distinguish between masculine and
feminine in this instaJ;e; Therefore one probable origin for
the t-§ in kamy is the nominative singular feminine:*—ﬁ—stem
ending #-y,. At:%ifst sight this solution seems implausible,
but within the framework proposed here and in II.A it can
fit'faiRly well. It is éﬁppor;ed by ét least one masculine

*-u-stem --%jezy < senzu- (OPr insuwis), which is attested

with a *-k- suffix, e.g., R A3uk, P jezyk, Sc‘jggiﬁ etc.,

parallel to forms such as OR KaMuKb, P jeczmyk etc. |
This however, was not thg\pnly way in which the

threatened merger was averted. Another solution Qas the

transfer of the masculine *-men-stems to the *-jd-stems,

e.g., R KaueHb, peMeHb, Some were transferred to the

*-O0-stems, e.g., Cz_gggg. The large number of varignt foims~
suggests that this‘morphological restrugtu:ihg was not
‘carried through as ihprdughly as those é{oposed ih‘II Bg 1I
C, II 5. /

Another argument for this morphological reanaiysis is

‘ / s - N . .
an apparent tendency to merge the nominative and accusative

cases. Georgiev 1969: 121 points out that kamy and plamy are

a
!
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b »

attested as accusat ive singular forms more often than as

nominatiVve ‘gnes. As all s-men-stems are inanimate, it should .

A

not be surp;ising‘éhat they are encpuntered more often in
the ‘accusative than in the nominative. I propose that the

use of *#-my endings in the accusative has taken place undef

the influence of the merger of the nominative and accusative

~ginqular of masculine nouns in Other stem classes «e.g.,

kamu) .

\

6) Conclusion to II F.

In this section it is broposed that the -y which
.appears_as one possible nominative singular ending for the
masculine s-n-stems is the diregt phonologiéﬁl descendant of
neither *-on, *-on nor *-06ns, but the result of a
morphological reanalysis designed to(prevent the threatened
merger of Fhe nominative singular of masculine and neuter
s-men-ste#s, s}milar to the‘deve;opment proposed in II B.
Here the Srigihally feminine ending -y < *~u has been
transferred to the maséuline tO'pfeven£ a threatened merger
between masculine and neuter. ’ |

It is inééresting to note a parallel between the two

developments (see also II B): in both inétances the neuter

keeps the old ending and the masculine innovates.
5 .
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G The pr blc- of the lasculxne(neuter nominative szng lar

of the resent partxc1ple act:ve.

-

1) Introduction - the IE background.

‘Like t e-issues discussea‘in II'D the topid

investigate in th1s section is compllcated by early ’
d1alecta1 di 1szons within Slav1c 1tse1f

The IE v1dence'po1nts to the early appearance of a
part1c1p1al form in #-nt-, p0531bly related to the third
person plural desinence, also #*- nt—. In H1tt1te it had
penfect and passive meaning, whereas in other IE lanqpages
it has active meanlng alone, e.g., Hitt aggant- -

captured'. Greek and Sanskrlt have #-nt- part1c1p1es with
perfect active meaning, e.g., guyorr- -."having fled",
krant- - "having done”. | - -

They a;so have *-nt- partlczples with pnesent meanlng,
which are of more reeent origin: gevyovr- - "fleeing”,
kgnvant- - "doing". ' ) | | ”

German1c, Itallc, and Baltxc use‘the ¥-nt-- format1on
excluszvely in the present tense) e.g., Lat ferent-;—"
carry1ng ’ Go g1mand- - com;ng ; thh nesantf -
"carrying” e . o

o

Ce1t1c does ot seem to have any part1c1p1a1 *- nt-
forms, in keeplngn\\\

th its archa1c state. of develqpment 1n,'u'

the f1eld of partlczples and 1nf1n1t1ves generally 0

G

. *
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G . & | T .

Certazn I1E lanquages have forms w1th ‘the =- nt- extended

Ry a *-ji-, malnly 1n the feminine paradxgm, e. g., Gk Qegavoa
' (< *-ont-ja); L1th vedant1, Skt nazant1, Go gzmande .

A

>

£ .

2) The Slavic‘eVidence. !
In Slavic the #*-j- extension referred\to-above ertends‘"

v-throughout the parad1gm apart from the masculxne/neuter
nom1nat1ve 31ngq1ar, of which the form varxes\<OCS has -y,
whereas OR and OCz have -a, OP has a short back nfsal (here‘
written =$).'%° All of_these forms haJe,the obquue}cases ﬁ\

e L , _ A
formed on’the respective'reflex of‘CS't-tj-' OR Heca '»”

Yo

g.5.m. 5291399 OCS _2§1 - g s.m.’ nesgsta' OCz nesa’— g s.m.
nesica; OP _1252 - g.s.m. 1osgca.'-, o ¢

. i .

3) Some progpsals __gardxng the pr.p.a. = . - .

In the absence of these alternations elsewhere in

v

SIav1c, ve shoula fxrst of all seek a morphologlcal

explanatxon here as in sq many other 1nstances that have N

been expla1ned by Auslautgesetze 1n the trad1t1ona1 ,f

| formulat1on. o N . e
At th1s stage ve wxll brxefly run through some of the
attempts to expla1n th1s phenomenon 1n the trad1txona1 way

- Most o the 1nterested scholars concentrate on the t y/a E

| 1) Zubaty 1893 1nvoked sandh1 aa a. sort of deus ex machzna

', alternatx,v

;f}to explaxn the dszerences between the North and South ftt9f
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>

Slavic forms. He proposed, ¢onhining the Greek evidence with

. thevSlaviclatkat"there verenthreevIE_fgrns for the masculine

'nominative singular: txon (before vowelS) gndv#—é (before

consonants) together w:th :-onts for monosyllabic stems.lThe

*-on var1ant (develop1ng to *-y) would have been generalxsed,

i@

for»South Slavic and the *-0 variant for North Slav1c.

\owever, the ev1dence for IE *-0on cbmes only\\}o\\freek and
Brugmann 1911° II- 131 suggested that thxs ending is due to

analogy with the *-n- stems.

1i) Van Wijk 1925 tr1ed to elucxdate the matter by propos1ngh%

s

;that IE tontS‘had t-a as an reflex @% North Slav1c, whereas ;'

1B t-ons developed 1nto t-y everywhere He attempted bolster |

- thxs by stating that _g_z, whxch he derxved from tkomons, :
never had ‘a ver1ant tkama. Hovever, es ves shovn 1n II F a
' varxant xaua.is attested up to the present day in certaxn .
Russxan dxelects (Bernstejn 1974- 172) The»problem here 1s

Athat, as wzth 80 many proposed Auslautgesetze there is no

. parallel development elsewhere. It 1s not clea‘ how,cs *t

1g‘could have hed a loverlng effect on a. precedxng vowel.

g Another dxffxculty 13 that #t elsewhere in CS has the effectg

' of presenvlng nasal qualxty. Why should that have been 1ost ;_{;'v

'-’here? In fact, 1t was 1n th1s context thet van wijk
: ﬂdeclared° "Der slavzsche Auslaut hat vxele unlosbare

. Probleme d1eser Art"(1925' 285).

o
. .

. iii) Schmalstieg 1968, 1976: 142-3 proposed that in final |

P N A
b} B
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Syllableé in CS, s-as and s-ans (t-ons) were var1ants, and .

: that North Slav1c general18ed *t-a < s-as and South Slavic

$-y < g—ans (;»ons) (see also ‘D)L

k]

»

iv) Georgiex 1969:'148 suggested}that_t?e explanation was to
F « ... . S i . i . .

be found by reconstruCting‘sandhihvariants‘ +-ans before a

vowel whfbh would. be generallsed 1n South Slavxc (and later

replaced, see below), and #-as’ before a conSOnantq which

A,

SleviC'(seenalso 11 D). Although;his prpposal of sandhi

variants”in Slavic is on rether Shaky;ground 1see II A), his

ffurther analYS1s (for whxch see below) geems to be one of

the best 8o ‘far. ' B ' 3

’>

v) Ferrell 1971 has amassed a cons1derable body of evidence

for his propoéal that sxmp11ficat1on of the soft alternants

€,
of CS *-y from three (%= e,.t e, *-i) to two (#- e, *~1)”or

N(*-e ) . but he is hampered by his prxor acceptance of

;the sound change t—ons >/t-y (see 11 D)

vz) Summary..~

All the above solutlons, wzth the exCeptxon of

Georg1ev s, are besed on. acceptance of the Auslautgesetz-

e -ons > t-y. It has heen argued above (see 11 A and II D)

'jhowever, that th1s sound change dxd not operate in CS. ,‘~;

| 'h.Therefore an alternatxve solutxon w:ll be proposed here

lﬁalgo.h:""t‘h

s ot
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4) The case for a morphological approach.

i) The reconstruction of the pronominal forms of the

pr.p.a.\n.s.m,.

The pr.p.a. is‘oné instance wherg we have hard -evidence
\ I'4 R
factors were at work.

et us determ;ne wh1ch reconstructzons of

“ 7

At tﬁisﬁstage

: B
the masculine nominative singular nominal form we will be

a) *sekon (#sekdn),

b) tsékénts (ssekonts),
T _

c) xsekont (»sekont),

d) ssek3ns (#sekons).

Within CS,'it‘is quite possible that d) is a later

_ , e
reflex of b) and that a) is a later reflex of ¢). Precise -

dating is unfd:tuﬁately impossible at this-stage}
©  According to‘the'H}pothesgsvadvanced in this
dissergatipn,(see I1 A gnd I1 D), all the above -

recdnétruétions shoulddhave déveloped to #sékg However,

- accordxng to the standard theory, ve should expect thmee

‘ posszble forms- #38ki < tsekon, tsg51 < tsekonts, tsekonts,. .

_:sekons, tsekbns, *sekon(?)' *sekg < *sekont *séként, -

tsekon(?) b SR IR

-~

- We- should nov dxrect our at%’nt1on to the pronomznal

forms of the pr p.a. in OCS At thls stage ve will only i

o consxder verb classes I (-e—), II ( ne-) V (athemat1c),

. Awhxch have -y as the nom1nat1ve s&ngular mascu11ne nom1nal .

y
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o,

" form.'®' Examples such as the following are found:

: mogz-j'(Ass.), zivo-ji(Mar.), iivgffi(Sav) | :

A The forms contaln1ng a nasal aﬁe extrem%ﬁ&_lnterestlng.
They are attested from C 11th, Mircev 1965: 214 proposes |
that they arose from the Mlodle Bulgarian mixing of nasals.,
The e ending ettested forbverbs of'cless III* (~je~) and IV
(*i-) shows a tendency to extend its’range to classes 1, 11,
and vV, e, g., nese (209r ), vede (Supr’) R Hecs, DRORLA (see
below) Accordxng to M1rcev - forms contalnlng an x- Q can
..actually be traced back to an earllertt-e, and the
appearance of -0 is attrlbutable to the M1dd1e Bulgarian

m1x1ng of nasals. The opposxte process is also attested

" e.g., poborgstaago (Supr.), whefe -¢ has replaced ‘JQ-,

However, the dedle Bulgar1an m1x1ng of nasals is too
late a phenomenon to account for the appearance of forms
containing *-9. It seems lxkely that the 1atté§ are, in '
fact, or1g1nal (see Georg1ev 1969: 144)., S . v

| HowcshOuld the co-existencevof'forms in e-o-ji ano
#-y-ji be accounted for? We can séeiejpérallel‘development
in the’adﬁectivevdeclension;“ |

In the formation of pronomxnal adgectlves in Slav1c a
great deal of morpnolog1cal remode111ng seems to ;ave taken
place.'°2 In Lithuan1an ve have a form baltas1s, formed by

1 compoundxng baltas and 1__' one can 1magxne a CS form =

#belos(3)1s formed 1n the same way.vAfter the remodell1ng

proposed 1n II B, one could reconstruct a form. tbelu]

ar181ng under pressure from the nom1nal forms.
"
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One can imagine something similar happening in the
® s o) | s
. pr.p.a.. Let us trace some of the possible lines of -
evolution fyr the pronominal-forms ot the masculine
nominative singular pt.;ug..We wifl take the basic

reconstruction as +sekons, although we will also consider
. S —————— ~ , v

ssekon (see II C for a discussion of *-UN# combinations].

I ) :
tgsekons- - . #sekon-
(#sekont-) . (ssekont-) \
.nom. - pron,” ~ nom. - pron. .
ssekons ssekonijs _ssekon’ *sekon;xs ‘s€9'
| . . nasalisation and loss of final #-s N
1T A B | | | M.
sseko - - ¥sekgsSi ‘ssékonji.
y oo ‘ o S (ssekanji #a < ,
*0). : :

Inythe,masouline nominative_slngular; neither tsékgéi‘
" nor ssékon§*‘a53 atteated in any Slavic language.'®?
However, 1f we propose a morphologzcal tegiﬂ:gtuxlng;Smelar f
to the one proposed for _glgl_ (thhabaltas1s), we can g
formulate a plaus1ble hypothes1s. Forms such as sékgji seem
to point to thls sort of :estrﬁe\mr1ng - the remodelling of
the pronom1nal form to accommodate developments in the f
inomlnal form. Hovever,\they are less numerous than forms
such ‘as mogyji, f;;med by addlng #-31 d1rectry tO»the ‘
.nom1n;t1ve 31ngular mascullne end1ng -? whlch Wlll be
d1scussed below. ;\_ o . | |
5 If the pronomxnal *= ]l‘ was added to the new form of
d‘the masé%lxne nomznat1ve ‘singular as a result of thxs
Jproposed remodelllng, then 1t follows that at some stage -57(

th1s endxng was t-o. Therefo:e Ve seem to have a cle_r case .
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y ; ~ ‘ ’ ‘ \
N - x' . b ‘-l’ ‘ &
(1nsofar as the feconstructfon of prehzstorlc forms is
\ Rl )
cleag) of final #-dns in CS developlng to *-0. .
',§§
AL e . ‘ ) '
+ii) Gender in the pr.pia. 9 -

~ There 1s sge other hntegestlng feature of the pr P.a.:
\ A

it does not. d1§t1ngu1sh mascﬁi&ne and neuter in the

L&)

nom1nat1ve s1ngu;ar, whereas it does in the accusatxve

.,

51ngular, e. g., o '.“

m -y m.pron. n. n.pron.
n. ~ nesy . nesyji nesy ~ ‘nesoSteije
e

a. . nespsti - nesgste nesoste nesoste

For early attested Slav1c, thxs is very odd (see IT A
.and 11 B) 7urthermore, in the neuter nom1nal form even |
_aocordlng to the staridard AusIathesetze, the endmg *- y
d{'cannot be the result of a purely phonolog1cal

. developm ;t"°'
. .
The neuter nom1nat1ve singular of the pPr.p.a. can-be

3

“u?} reconstructed as PIE *-ont or - oh- in CS the former should

e develop 1nto :-Sf\gt: latter 1nto *-0. accor%égg to the

‘ standard-theory Acc rdzng to the theory outllned 1n th1s

/

~dzssertat1on hqwever they should both develop i to *-o. To

Lreconstruct the neuter w1th an %= s&endlng ;ould create too

7 many probléms. it is true that such a form 15 attested 1n

/;’Latxn (e. g., gggggg m £. n._f ‘See above) but Latln has
'ﬁmerged all three genders 1n the nomlnatzve‘51ngular of . theVQ
bvhpr p. a.. Slav1c however, st111 has a d?st1ntt1ve form for'_nfd' B

hthe femlnlne.;

..

-



In II Afand I1 B it'was.proposed that a fundamental
‘featnre of the CS nominal system.waﬁ\the maintenance}of a-"
: distinctive'neuter genderx—The reasons were discdssed in {

some detail. The gQuestion must arise.then-;why did the .

mascullne and neuter merge in this pos1tlon, when the .

LY

tendency in Sla«ac was to keep them apart7 I be11eVe that

&I v
' the answer 11es in the nature of the ‘pr.p.a.: 1t is not a

noun, but an adjective. in many languages.w1th gender
rsystems (rE’and non—IE) the noun tends to carry the gender

and accompany1ng ad]ect1ves must adapt themselves to thexr

noun, Pronouns also carry thexr own gender.i»

°j‘~h, It 1s 51gn1f1cant 1n thls coqgﬂxt that there is much

more . syncret1sm in the adjectlve 1n SlaV1c ‘than-in the

noun.‘°i;There are fa fewerastem-types in adject1ve O

declen51on than in noun clension‘throughoﬁt 1E.

. As an adject1ve, the'neuter form gggy would have had to
,take automatlcally the gender of the accompanyxng noun or
pronoun - 1t had no 1nherent gender in 1tse1f Thls-would

.explaln why there was less need to d1st1ngq;sh gender in the

\
The evolut1on of th1s form 1n Russ1an can shed an

bpr p a. than 1n the noun. j}fﬂ'_ '5 : ,..“

'1nterest1ng 11ght on: the subject. It has developedfanto the

| hpresent gerund (adverb1al part1c1ple5 e. g.,quraxg etc.. SeeL

0 ! ‘..

Ferrell 1965b Loy

©'5) Tovards 2 new propo
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' The next question is this:awhy should ‘the #*-9,

~ reconstructed for one staéelof?the ma8cu;}nee(and neuter)
nominative singular of the pr.p.a., have been replaced:att
‘4all7 All of Slav1c apart from 014 Pollsh has repbaced it

w1th a dlfferent endlng We must brlefky examlne the verbal

| morphologyjof CS in order to formulate a sultable proposal.

!
1) The threat of syncretlsm in the verb. o,

It has been p01nted out by Otrebskl 1954: .29 and

f.

'Georgiev 1969: 149 that 1n verbal forms as well as in
‘nominal forms nasallsatlon and the 1055 of'final consonants

| ~ threatened a merger of the f1rst person 51ngular of the

t

present tense of verbs and the maécullne and neuter of the

.'\

’ nomlnatlve 51ngular of the pr p. a., th“sf«5 “’

hY

v

'1st sg.~ ' *sekom '; > #sekg, gjp- | . o >fsék9

~m/n.s. .f ~ xsekon(t)s ?7*sék9 (morphological) | > séky
pr.p.a. & ' s LT
‘n.n.s. =i=s'ék<'>ngt)"‘r ,>L*sék95‘(reanalysis) > séky

.
e s
5t

o The distinotignbbetweehfthe participial-form and the;“
'f1rst person s1ngular, whlch vas v1tal for the verb, was e
'preserved by 1ntroduc1ng = y 1nto the mascullne and neuter
nom1nat1ve s1ngdiar of the pr P a.. ThlS *~y could have had

the s%me or1g1n as. the *- y in *53_1 (see II F)° a 51m11a;

'-;_explanat1on mlght account for the *= a attested in forms such

" as OR ueca(cf xaua)
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-

ii) A tentative solution for the problem of the origin
of‘*—y (

Trubetzkoy 1924: 134 showed that many original *-y-stem
adj;ctives in CS (seefI"C) were derived from verba; roots
‘and had active meaning, albeit slightly modified. :

Now in élavic the‘ending x-0s is used for the past
participle active, and is declined as a consonant stem,
e.g., nesu g.s. nesusa. , ,

Georgiev 19§9: 153;6 agrees that the pr.p.a. ending -y

may have arisen by analogy to the past participle ending

: : . L. /
just mentioned, as their definite form§ are very often

completely homophonous (e.g., nesy-ji < *nesu + ji(s) ). He
also draws attention to the fact that tﬁpfe seems to be a
close connection between the two types in Baltic, and points
to a form nesgs in.dialectal Lithuanian, which he proposes
is a direct cogﬁate of 0OCS nesu: ( ...B oaaTHRCKHTE e3ulH HMa
" TACHO éaanmonencraue MeXJy CeramsoTo H Muuanoro’xencraurenuo
OpKHUacTHe ;," (1969: 152).
: ”

However, the Lithuanian.form quoted by Georgiev has a
long voweivas a stem formant, makinglit closer to OCS nesy.

W.R. Schmalstieg (péfsonal com&hnication) sees nes0s as
a "dialectal iengtﬁeniﬁé 6f an originally short -u-."

My own proposal is based on & fact noticed by Brugmann
1911 and Schwyzer 1939, quoted by Schmalstieg 1980: 56.
Relying mainly on Greek\ﬁ?ta; they point to many

vacillations between *-u- and *—6-{as stem formants, e.g.,
Gk vekvo/vekvo Xelvo/Xxelvo. - ’

¢

!



1 suggest that possibly the Jong Qariant (#~u~) could
have always existed as a possible altgrnative and was
generalised in OCS to maintain the distinctign between
present and past participle in the masculine and neuter
nominative singular. For a cautionary view see Vaillant

1958: I11: 270.

iii) Sﬁmmary.

Two reasons are being proposed for a morphological
feanalysis here:

a) threatened homonymy between the first. person
_singular of the preseht tense of verbs and the pr.p.a.
forms; : | | ’

b) threatened loss of tense distinctions in the
participles: the present and past tenses should be
differentiated.

It is significant to note that thisv;2rphological

reanalysis has taken place mainly with verbs where i) above

seemed imminent, e.g., (class I) nesy - nesg, (class II)

dviqny - dvigno; and the athematic verbs have_undergone the

restructuring also (e.g., dady (dami) ).

6) The development in verbs of class III.

Verbs of classes III (znaje - znajo) and IV (mole -
moljg)'have retained the nasal reconstructed for verbs of

classes I, II, and V; mole being the dineal phonological

195
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descendant of *mo(d)lint(s).

The form znaje presents a problem, however. In ity
declension the obligue endings are based on a stem gggjﬁét-,
showing an #-e/p- alternation.'®® One thing is certain,
however: it should be the result of .a morphological

- »
restructuring. For an alternation such as *-e- (n.s.m.)

VA
/*-0- (rest of declension) is attested nowhere else
(Streitberg 1891).

Once again, I propose here a multi-stage morphological
restructuring, bearing in mind the need to distinguish
certain categorieé.

The first stage would be the obliteration of all
paradigm-internal vocalic alternations in the pr.p.a., on
the model of the third person plural of the respective verbs
thus:'°7

(1) *nesdnt - (1V) *molint- A N

(1T) dvignont- (V) xdadont-

(III)‘tznajént— _

The next steps €an be illustrated thus:

1st. 9. pr.p.a.(m.) pr.p.a.(n.) (3rd. pl.)
i) *#znajom *znajont(s)  *znajont *znajontu

fronting of/;hort ~ vowels after "j"

ii) *znajom *znajont(s) s*znajént *znajontu
sznajent(s) '

loss of final consonants and nasalisation
iii) - *znajo *znajole) - *znaje *znajotu

+1 suggest that *-¢ was generalised as a participial

ending (masculine and neuter) to save the distinction
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between the first person singular and the pr.p.a. in the

nominative singular. It is quite possible that variant forms

*znajont(s) and xznajént(s) existed as alternatives for the

masculine nominative singular at some stage, with the loss\\

of final *-s serving as a catalyst for the generalisation of

sznajénts > *znaje. In other instances the pr.p.a. endings
were unique, on account é? their *-tj- formant, and thus
there was nd need for a morphological reanalysis.

At the present I have hblproposal~regarding the
apparent preservation of>leng;h attested for the third
person plural of class III verbs. Possibly the *-ont- ending

. was preserved there through pressure from the ?egbs of
clagses I and II, both of which preserved third person‘
plural endings in *-ont- also.'®®

In view of the 1arge number of Variaht forms that we
find ih OCS texts, it séems as though the restructuring was
never properly carried through, and that it was later

muddled by the mixing of nasals attested for later Bulgarian

texts.

7) Conclusion to II G.

In this section the following conclusions were reached:

A
/
/
Y ,/

1) The ending #-y attested for the n.s.m. pr.p.a. in °
~. 0CS is not a phonolE&ical reflex of +-on(t)(s), but the

result of a mofphological restructuring.
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ii) The end&ng +-e attested in classes III and IV is of
different origins for each class:

a) For class IV it is the result of a direct
phonological development.

b) For class III there were at ene é;age variant forms,
and the loss of word-final +-s in CS cghsed the shbrt~ﬁdwe1

variant (#-e) to be generalised with parfic?bial meaning.

This section treats only thevocs'developments.-TheTOCz,
}OP angd OR texts, however, show différent forms (sge above).

At present I have no original" proposal to offer on
these forms, except that.I maintain that they should be

handled using morpholog1cal analyses..
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\

‘n.zResidual problems concernigg postulated Slavic

-;Auslautggsetze.

~Finally, there are certain other problematic forms for

whioh Auslautgesetze-have been'proposed. These will be

treated briefly here. They are as followsn-.
1) The nominative plural of masculine #-3-stems.
2) The'sinoular form'Of‘the inperatite. | ‘
3) The OCS forms mati and ggggl.: |
¢ 4) The dative plural desznences for all substantxves.
5) The fxrst person plural ending of verbs, -

6) The-forms tamu/tamo/tamu.

*

7) The first person . singular of the aorxst

8) Various prepositions. . .

1) The nominative plural of masculine *-S-stems.

1) Introductzon. some. proposals.,_ |
‘This problem has attracted the attention of numerous
Scholars, and many dszerent, even d1ametr1cally opposed

, solutxons have been proposed For a br1e£ reV1ew of some of

L the relevant l1terature, see Math1assen 1971.

- cs t-a1# (< PIE *-ai/oj- ) seems to have had a twofold
';’development 1n flnal pos1t1on 1n later Slav1c e1ther to *e

(*-e) or to *-1. There does not seem to be any clearcut rule

.;#?h"

f!%v

-'5»‘ :
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.that wlll adequately expla1n the data. Recourse has been had.
to accentuatlon (Stre1tberg 1891 Hu3er 19209, d1fferences
in original length (Mikkola 1203), tress (Hirt 1911),
«morphology (Shevelov 1964- 285-8 \'/ illant 1958: II: 33),
raising caused by final *-s\(Galabov 1973: 13-5), dlfferent
(from *-3 and *-3) back vowels as the flrst component of the
original dlphthong. schwa (Ludtke 1966~‘123) *U (Fexnberg
1978 116)’°’, the presence of a morpheme boundary between
the #-a- and the *=-i, dt the lack thereof (Mathlassen 1971
29),11rregular orv1neomp1ete sound change.(Manczak 1969,
Schmalstieg 1980: 34).''° as the discussion of this question
is a dissertation top1c in 1tse1f, these theorles w111 not
be exam1ned here. |
| I propose,that Shevelov is cbrreCt.in seeking a
j morohoiogical‘solution,tbut that he does not offer a |
convinoing‘motiuation'for it. He sees'the«replaoement of *-é
in the'ma8culine’nominative plural *-64stem‘by -i in the
fact that t-e would have been "completely 1solated' iny the
‘ system of marking the mascullne nominative plural, vhereas
*=i could have been supported by the t~3o-stem end1ng (t-‘
by a regular development *-joi > s-Jez > - 31), and the
:t-z stem pronomlnal end1ng. ,,‘ ' | ' ‘

‘ However, in. North Slavxc *-@ would have been supoorted
:by the presence of thxs form as a nom1nat1ve/accusat1ve f{
'plural end1ng for the t-Ja stems (see II ‘D). ' "'*e

Va111ant also suggests a transfer from the *-Jo-stems.

’
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Georgiev 1969: 57 seems to have the most suitable
proposal He sees one of the main teasons for the
1ntroductlon of the end1ng~-1 as thewneed to keep the
mascul1ne(nom1nat1ve plural as a dlst1nctlve category from
" the nominative /accusative dua{ of the neuter ;:6-otems.
‘This oroposal worko fairly’well'?or,the masculine/neuter
#~6-st:ms, but runs into a rather serious difficulty when ve

. , o oA i
compare the relevant *-jo-stem endings, e.g.,

x | , |
g n. /a. du. n. meéste n.pl.m. “vluci
J6- n./a. du. n. pelii  n.pl.m. N (vozdx)

[

-

iﬁ) A%gelternative proposal.
My own proposal is as follows Georgxev is def1n1tely
‘on the rlght track in seeking the motive force for the
1ntroductxon of the ~1~end1ng in the dr1ve:to keep masculine‘
and neuter as distinct categoryes in. the nominative plural
Bes1des the (or1g1na11y pronominal) ending *- oi for the
a maseu11ne :-a -stem nom1nat1ve plural IE also seems to have
had an end1ng *—os, formed by addlng *-s to. the form which
is later attested as a dual 1n several IE languages (e.q.,
‘\ Gk &v8pwrw, OCS ggggg (-a < **o) (see also 11 D) Thls»ls
| falrly well attested e, 9., Go ggiﬁgg < *-os' Skt asvah <
‘t—os.‘i ) |

The parad1gm attested in ocs and BR could have’ evolved* f

thus'
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n.pl.m. . n./a.du.m. n./a.pl.n.

1) - svlkas -~ svlka *Mésta ~
oss of final *-s )

2)  sv]ka L *vlka *mésta

In stage 2) a situationAis shown where. the three
‘categnries mentioned.above have me ged.'The merger between
' masculine and neuter in the nominative plural was averted by
lgenerallslng the originally pronominal ending *-i (< %-ei)

as a nom1nat1ve plural *-0- stem mascuilne ending, thus
preserving the a vital distinction. An ending *-ei in this )
?osirion as an ablaut variant'of.*¥oi is attested in Latin
(e.q., servei), see Maziulis 1970: 174

wny shéuld the #*-u-stem ending not have been
generalised here? The relevant form -ove was distinctive as
a nominative plural‘ending, after allr In some instances it
actually'dpes’apéear as a'nominative plural ending for what
'Seems to be an original #-iU-stem nnun,(?.g{, adove (dcs) -
"hells"- S1ngular adli, borrowved from Gk &870.
W1th1n the framework of thls hypothe51s, I bel1eve that

the ansver, qrmpart of the answer,kl1es 1n the realm of ‘.
: thematicjvoweljdistinctions, Feinberg 1978: 110, pass. |
| poinrs out tnat thematic vowel alternations'lasted longer in N
‘Slavzc than 1s commonly bel1eved W1th the large scale loss .
of fznal consonants, length d15t1nct1ons in dzphthongs and
'var1ous other changes, certaxn thematfc vowel + desinence -
' combznatxons ‘could well have been reznterpreted as

}ﬁd15t1nct1ve markers of number, gender, and case, e.q.,
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Stems
theme vowel + desinence distinctive n.g.,c.
' ? ’ marker .
*-3- a.s. x-a- + %-m > *-Q - >
t-a- 1.s. *-a- + *-i > *-é )
*-U- a.pl. $-u- + %*-s > *-y
#-0- n.s, x-U- + *-s5 > *-U
etc. 7

The thematic vowel + desinence combination #-ove < feu
+ es was still reanalysable as such - the two elements had
not fused. It could have been perceived as parallel to

consonant stems, e.g., n.pl. *kam-en-e(s) ; n.pl.

#

o ) : , .
tsvekr-ﬁv-e(s) ; n.pl. sslov-es-a; n.pl. *mat-er-e(s) ;

n.pl. tsyn ov-e(s) .

Poss1bly for this reason the *-ove endlng, sé%ll
perceived as a thematic vowel + desinence comb1natlon, was
notvgeneralisedr Later on, of course, -ove did extend its |

~Yange: possibly after it had become thought®of-as an
indivisible whole rathe;vthan a theme+desinenee cembination,
Instead the prdnominal i-i was generalised, and.as the

. second palatal1satxon was in full swing at thls stage, th1s

would have caused 1t to appear in nouns w1th stems*endlnq a»
vdlar conlonant i S ~‘ D O

4 ):., B . . N ’v 3 »‘..'3 Q

g W R T - ' ) : R

2) The 51ngplar forms of the 1mperat1ve mood

| Here ue have another * i wh1ch seems to be traceable
back to PIE *-ox(c) The endxngs seem to be cognate with the

- Greek optat1ve, e. g.,
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ocs Greek

2nd.sg. . " beri .  geporia
1st.pl. . beremu pepoLuey
~2nd.pl. ‘ berete pepoLTE -

Here it is very difficult to suggest a convincing

morphological reconstruction: we do seem to have a form here

where,PIé *-0i changes to CS #*-1 in a final s&llable, and

here else. (The normal deveiopment is shown in the first

argued that it is an. int L'ection7~ra%her than a. verb Stang
1966+ 424 takes this view:

"Der Imperat1v nlmmt wegen selmes 1nter3ekt1onalen
Charakters eine Sonderstellung ein. Ebenso wie der
Vokativ im Nominalsystem, ist er sowohl besonderen
Kurzungen als besonderen Verlangerungen ausgeset%t "

o

Shevelov‘1964~ 288 takes a similar view-

"The explanation is rather to be ‘sought in the
spec1al character of the 1mp(erat1ve) as a category
... in CS. the affective nature of the category
‘resulted-in’ a particular- empha51s on. the last
component of the s:ngular form. S

I must admit that at this stage I have no proposal to

» offer regard1ng the p1nn1ng down of th1s eluS1ve ‘affect1ve :

o

character t
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3) The OCS forms mati and dusti.

Varieus Atélautgesetze have been-propoagd for handling
these forms. Adtording to one theory, $-r cahsed the taising
of preced1ng vowels in a final syllable ( #-e > #- 1) and
then dropped (e. 9., M11ewsk1 1832: 255) Another theory,
which has been proposed since the,early years of this
century; Squests_that all non-nedter conspnaht etehs in
Slavie hed x-S as their nom&native singular marker, e.qg.,

skomons > kamy and therefore moters > mati. Ferrell 1965:
. _ - y

106 points to thetexistence of e-£0rm muoters jh dialectal
Dithﬁanian that would perallel’this reconstruction.

_The forms cited above ¢otla also befrecdnsttucted
without;a final *-r, Sanskrit and’Lithuanian'point to its

'absence in the nominative s1ngular, e. g.,Skt mata matarah (<

PI1E *-e) Ulth mote moteres- whereas Latln, Greek Germanzc,

_and Ce1t1c po1nt to 1;5 ‘presence, e. g., Lat mater matrls- Gk

unTYP grgoo- OIc modxr modur"’; 01 mathlr mathar. These

. forms parallel the #-n-stem reconstructlons .in II F.
Durxdanov 1968.‘17 25 proposes that *-r less forms did exist
t.1n Cs, and that 1n f1nal pOS1t10n‘IE t-e and *—o were ra1sed
ﬁto #~1 and - u, thus explaznlng 53_1 as from 15952 and mat1
- as from mote. | | . |

4 Many schqlars (e g.,Shevelov 1964 224 Ludtke 1966:
129, Georg1ev 1969 129) have sought a morpholog1ca1 ¥

¢exp1anatlon for th1s endlng. they all derlve the -1.from the’

,/Fl seen 1n rabynz, bogyn1 etc., i. e., fem1n1ne *-1 stems,
. . . 1 -

/o cognate wlth Skt nadlh etc.
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I accept the proposal put forward by the latter

scholars.

206

'f4)'The dative plural desinences for all substantives. ;}

The closest COmparisons,uith the Slavic here are Balyic

and Germanic, both of which have desinence-initial *-m-, as

opposed to Indo-Iranian, Italic, and Celtic, which have

‘de51nence initial #-bh-, e.g., Go daga Lith dlevams- Oés
'vlukomu, whlch contrast w1th e.g., Skt asvebhzah o1

feraib; Lat egxbus. | ' o
The *-bh- forms should not- be used for the
reconstructlon here. The moot p01nt is what follows the

-m-, Slav1c shows *-mi throughout, and;German1c *~mz..

Baltic ‘has a variety of end1ngs,

\
e.g., Lith -ms - dlevams- Latv -m - C1lvgk1em- OPr

- 1
_ -mans - noumans.

It has often been g;oposed (e 9., Fortunatov 1957¢ II:

182-5, Ferrell 1965 98) that a Balto-Slav1c end1ng

\

t-mas/ ‘mos can be reconstructed “and that thlS 1s ev1dence

<vfor a Cs Auslautgesetz *- os# > *-u. . The earl1est 01d

Prus§1an shows the endlng -mas (<*-mos) e. g., ioumas, and

‘Kazlauskas 1970: Bg;would trace back to an earller *-mas.

A

Kazlauskas suggests that mus 1s a scrxbal rend1t1on of the

fsequence *—m-reduced vowel- s(which could be a reflex of *mas

' 1n Auslaut), later the reduced vowel ould fall g1v1ng us’

_Old L1thu?nlan shows the endlng -mus, wh1ch Ferrell 1965 and
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the -mskﬂe see in the modern literary'language..Endzelins
1971: 132 proposes that the Balto-Slavic ending was ¥-mus.

-
Stang 1966: 185-6 points to .the heterogeneity of the Baltic

forms and proposes that *-mas and *-mus coexisted in Baltlc.
: k¢
"Man findet somit im Balt. zwel Endungen des
Dat.Pl.: -mus (lit.) und -mas (preuss.). Man sieht
keine Moglichkeit, die beide historisch zu
identifizieren.”

.-}‘accept Stang'a proposal<and do not redmrd itias too
surprlsing that‘Baltac should show this eort of aplit. I _i?
reconstruct *-mus’as the datlve plural desinence foér CS, and
propose that this is p0551bly another 1sogloss separatlng

thhuanlan and CS on the one . hand and 01d Pru551an on the

Fother (see also II B).

4

5) The first”personvaUral‘ending of verbs.

’

Slavic itself shows a varlety of reflexes here, most of

which seem to have some correspondences elsewhere in IE.

e. g., m (<*mu) R anaem ; -mo: SC & i tamo u uuTaeMo r
-me: Cz delame' -my. P c zztamz. o o, . . .

The form *-mii is often traced back to #-més. This.

~ leaves open the questlon of the or1g1n of *-mo, wh1ch is *?@
: also usually derlved from *-m05° Lat amamus, Skt bharamah
l(both < *—mos). The form *-me could be an ablaut varlant of
>~mo and a slmllar varlant appears in Dor1c Greek, e. g ;oL

' Qeeouea. The form *-my may be formed by analogy w1th _1 -"

- ﬁwe*) or it could p0551b1y be a sandh1 varlant (although 1t



has been proposed above that it is unlikely that sandhi

operated in CS), cf. Ferrell 1965: 99.

>,
NS

On the basis of Attic Greek -uev, e.g., ¢epouev, Hujer

 ; §§u910: 92, followed by Feinberg 1978: 109) proposed an ablaut

~

variant *-mon, which would explain the ending *-mu according

'to the standard Auslautgesetze. This reconstruction 1is

:i, attested nowhere else.
ﬁ}g~ Baltic, too, has a great variety of -endings, e.g., Lith

-me sukame (sukam with the loss of e) ; Latv -m ejam; OPr

-mal giwammal.

At this stage we cannot say for sure that the ending

\
*-mi, attested in\e3rly Slavic, i1s a phonological reflex of

\

PIE *-mos. There are simply too many variants to choose

from, in Slavic alone and in“the rest of IE.

3

6) The fogmé tamu/tamo/tamu.

Here again, Slavic shows a variety of endings, yet
these forms are also cited as evidence for a sound change 1in
final position *-o0s > *-u.

e.g., OCS tamo

e.g., R ram (< *tamu) ﬂ

4

e.g., M tamu ’

Kozlovskij 1888: 657 proposed that the forms ending in

*-u originally had final *-o0s, and he cited the Greek forms

fuoo, TMMoo, mwnumoo, to provide support for this hypothesis.

¢

He further proposed that the forms ending in -mo were formed

by analogy to prepositions such as mimo, prémo.

208
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Agrell 1926:'37 pointed to other Greek forms such as
Tapor, and suggested that tamu were related to them.
As with 5) above, there are too many variant_ forms to
here, and we cannot say for sure thch of them reflects the

direct phonological development.

7) The first person singular of the aorist.

i) The traditional reconstruction.

This ending is néarly always accepted without guestion
as an instance of PIE *-0m > CS #*-u (Shevelov 1964: 157). It
appears in both asigmatic (mogu), and sigmatic (vésu)
aorists, and is also found in the imperfect (neseaxl).

This reconstructi§n is proposed prima;ily through the
support of the Greek, which has numerous "strong"
(asigmatic) aorists ending in #-om (>-on) in the first

persoh singular, e.g., &\afov (laufavw), dgvyor (Pevyw),

etc.. In Sanskrit the evidence is ambiguous, although there
is nothing to hinder the reconstruction of #*-om (> -am),
e.g., abhuvam. Evidence from other IE languages in this case

.15 scanty.

8
However, it is by no means clear that the Slavic ending

]

is to be linked with' the Greek and Sanskrit forms shown

above. The Greek sigmatic aorists have the first person

[y

singular /ending -a(< *-m), e.g.; &ypaya (*-grabh-s-), and

the Sanskrit -am forms mentioned above could also be of that

origin. It was proposed by Ludtke 1966: 132 that Slavic *-U

Kl
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v

is in fact the reflex of PIE *-p. The development would run

thus: *mogq > #*mogum > *moqu.

According to the hypotheses advanced in this
dissertation, however, this solution does not meet all the
requirements. Early CS *-ﬁm should have developed to =*-9,
which we find only as a third person plural ending. We
should try 1ooking elsewhere.

11) A new reconstruction.

There is another édding which deserves closer scrutiny

than it has been accorded. This is the particlp *~u, which

'seems to have been attached to vérbal forms with different

functions from the earliest times (see also II E).

Erhart 1970: 17 points to several cases where PIE th
alternates with PIE #u, and proposes that these be subsumed
under one phoneme, "Mé". The origins of this alternation are
buried too far back in time for us to reconstruct them
plausibly. It is attested in the first person pronouns and
verbal desinences. We can find it without even going outside

Slavic material, e.g.,

0Cs  n.a.du. vé (*-u-) n.pl. my (*-m-)
1st. du. neseve (*-u-)

pl. nesemu (*-m-)

The particle #-u, which may be a relic of this early
alternétion in IE, is fairly common as first person singular
ending chiefly with a non-present meaning, e.g., Skt

tasthau''® - "I have stood"; Lith buvad - "I was"; Ly



! | 211
kantoru - "I entrust"; Go nimau - "I take" (subjunctive);

Toch lakau - "I see"; Hitt u-uh-hu-u-u(nl).- "I saw”.

Many perfect forms in Latin have a -v- (%-u-) '
throughout the conjugation, e.g., amavi - "I loved"; cognovi
- "I recegnised”; audivi - "I heard".

Van Windekens 1975: 431 attempts to link this with the
Luwian first person singular ending #-ui, arguing that PIE
could have had *-ui and *-mi alternating in the first person
singular.

Schmalstieg 1975: 173 refers to this *-u- form and
says:

"It is usually accepted without question that the
Slavic 1st. sing. aorist ending #*-u derives from
*-ON, but in practice there is no reason why it
could not come directly from IE *-u, and indeed, be
compared with the Hittite preterite ending #-u-n. If
this is the case, then in Slavic the contrast
between the Ist sing. pres. ending *-oN (> #*-¢), and

the first sinqular preterite ending *-u has existed
since IE times."

As far as I am-aware, no othgr scholar has drawn
attention to this possibility. I would go further than
Schmalstieg, however, and suggest that this reconstruction
is to be preferred.

Therefore I derive OCS mogl from #*mogii and nesoxl from
snesoxu, and I further propose that this éndiﬁg also appears
ih'the‘imperfect; e.g., neséaxu.

Here, too, the earlier forms can be reconstructeazg

without recourse to Auslautgesetze.
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8) The prepositions *vi-n-, %suU-n-, *ku-n-

The forms given above, which originally ended in an *-n
that has come to be prefixed with varying degrees of
generalisation to pronouns of the third person éingular,
e.g., R B HEM, P z nieja, are often cited as examples éf the
development *-om > #-u in final position.

. -Originally only three_ﬁrepositions, all of which can be
reconstructed with a nasal in final position,'had~this
alte%nation, but in many Slavic languages it has been
extended to all prepositions. The three original

. .:}
prepositions are:

Y

i) svyg-n- - "in",-cognate with Lat in; Go in; Gk &»; ir
i(eclipsis); Lith }; The Slavic form is an o;igina;
zero-grade of :gg/igg/zg (Shevélov 1964: 230).

ii}A*sﬁ-n- - "with", possibly a contamination of IE

"sgom/*sem/*sm, e.g., Lat semel, Olc sam;,,Gk duoo: and IE

kom( kem? kmp?), Lat cum, OI com.

I

iii) #ki-n- - "to", cognate with Skt kam.

This mobilé‘*-n-, and the vowels which precede it,

constitute one of the main proofs for an Auslautgesetz'*-om
> *-u, with sandhi variants as follows, |
e.g., *-omC- > #*-uC-

e.g., *-omV- > *-Q0nV-
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Because the tbird berson pronouns would invariably

begin with véwels; they would tendltO»keep the *-n- longer

than otber forms, and when the palatalisation‘of consonants
| by front vowels‘began, the *-n- became interpreted as perb
of the.following word. In some eaSes, wvhere vu- and sﬁ- act
as prefixes‘ratber than prepositions, the *-n- is preserved
and the-foilowing forms arose: R B HEM, e#t - c et P 2z nim,
ja - z nia; Cz vendu, (ocs vun1t1) but R 2222!; OCS vunusiti

R‘,auxmurb ; U 3 HHMH,

SometimesvnOUns have -n- alterna;ives;‘e.g., SC gggg -
| If the *-n- in such cases. had been 1nterpreted as pant
'of the Foliowing word, then we m1qpt expect the follow1ng

situation to arise: svun - emi > #vi-n-emi > #*vi - nemi.

It is quite possible that the #vu (without the original
final #-n-) was r'elvnter'pr‘eted as the basic altebnanf.., and .
was later generalised as such.''’ Forms such as OCS s59sédu <
" ssunsedos can be explained as arising.before this

development took place.

9) Conelusion‘to II H,

In this sect1on certain problems connected with the .

hypothe51s of Slav1c Auslautgesetze have been cursor11y

«;reated.-It is to be hoped,that they w111 be studled more
fully at a later -stage. I believe that I have shown,
hewever,‘that.they cannot be used as evidenCe'fef"ihe
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operation of Auslautgesetze in Slayic.

For 4), §5), and 6) especiale, there seem to be far too
many competing pieces of evidence to state dogmatically the '
origins of these endings. At this point I cannot give a

definitive proposal regarding any ofy them.



I11. The *-i-stems in the modern Slavic languages

"A. Introduction

# :

In this parr of the dissertation we will be examining
selected attestéd Slavic languages, and we will not be
adducing evidencgjfrom the rest of IE. In many of ﬁhe modern
Slavic languages the "endings of the orroinal *-U-stem
declension have eXtende? their range end taken on nen.
;semantic functions, and these will be briefly outlined
.below.

| By the tlme %hat the earllest texts in a Slavic
language appear (OCS c.950, OR 1056-7), there is no 1oLger
an au;onomous'*-ﬁ*stenﬁdeclension. It might even be more
accuréte to speak of the *;é/6¥stems;'That the *-ﬁ-stems
exerted some influence. on the *-6-stems is beyond all
'reasonable doubt.‘?' Two end1ngs about which all scholars
rare agreed\w1th regard:to'orfgfn are as follows:
i) The‘vocétiVe singular ending;of the‘*-jé-stems is
[

con51stent1y rendered as -u from the earlxest texts, and

" this endxng is of *—u-stem orlgln, e.g., synu‘-'synu, mpzi -

 mozu, zm1]1 - zmlju.:The age of thlS phenomenon has been.

subject to some dlscusszon however, and for a rev1ew of the
varlous theorles, and the proposal wh1ch seems to offer the

best solut1on, ‘see Ferrell 1965.u
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ii) In North Slavic (East and West Slavic) the s-u-stem
instrumental singular ending *-Umi has extended its range to

g
the *-6-stems, e.g., Stolu - stolumi. This is sometimes

obscured by the development of original strong ig to "o" in
East Slavic. It is clearer in West Slavic, e.g., P sen, and
is reflected in the relevant ending thus, e.g.,. R ggggég, P
stotem.

In South Slavic, however, the reverse has happened -
the *s-5-stem ending has penetrated the *Tﬁ-stems, e.g., gxgg
‘synomi from the earliest texts. The isolated dialect of
Banat Serbian, spoken in KraSovani, uses the *-u-stem ending
although it is spoken in the South Slav1c area.

As far as I am aware, no scholar has ever questioned
the *-{-stem pedigree of these endings. These are the only
ones, however, whose develdpment seems\so clearcut. |

Many of the other developments are still hotly
d1sputed I% the earller part of thls dlssertat1on numerous
controver51a1 topics were d1scussed with solut1ons based on
morphologxcal restructur1ngs, which often utilised *-u-stem -
endings to preserve'distinctions of number, gender, and
case. These‘woulo'otherwise have been obliterated by
3fer-reaching phOnological‘changes;_It‘was proposed above
.that_in tbe}hominarive and accusative singular masoulineAf
*-6-stems and in'the accuSatise.olural of all non-neuter
hard stems, - u—stem endings were 1ntroduced to preserve the
d1st1nct1ons between number and gender. Many scholars (e.q., .

van Wijk 1931‘ 170, Vondrakklgzs:_llf 41, Leskien 1969: BN
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have seen the merger of the *-0- and *-U-stems in the
<ﬁominative and accusative singular as the driving force
behind theieventeal total merger of the two stem classes.
Thorndahl 1974:.866, however, proposes that the source of
the merger is to be sought in the marked character of the
*-u-stem endings (espeeially the genitive and the locative
singuiaf) and the fact that the monosyllabic pattern of the
old s-u-stems (after the fali of the weak jers) could have
attracted several moeosyllabic s-0-stems. Thorndahl's
proposal abouf the ;arked character of the #*-G-stem ehdings
ties in very well with the framework outlined in II A, wbich
builds on the proposals found in Stenkiewicz 1977. As the
masculine gender is unmarked against the feminine and the
' neuter gendere, there is more room for marking within the
masculine gender animate vs. inanimate. The #-U-stem endings
are utilised bertly tc show this distinction, althouéh they
were by no means restricted to elther one of these
sap genders. | .

In the discussion of the nominative and accusative
singulaf ofkthe *—6-stems,\§nd the: accusative plufal of all
‘non-neuter hard stems, it was proposed that the *-U-stem
end1ngs totally ousted the or1glnal *-0-stem endlngs. Such a
v1ewp01nt 1s lent support by: 3 ’

i) The vocative 51ngq&2: of the *~jo-stems,

ii) The 1nstrumental 51ngular of the *-5-stems in North

'Slav1c.
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In both\fbese case-forms the *-U-stem endings have all
but ousted the f‘rmer s-5-stem endings. With the exceptién
of ii) above, tﬁese extensions'of the *-0-stem endings
1nvolved the avoidance of a threatened homonymy : mascullne
and neuter nomlnatlve/accusatlve s1ngular x- o-stem (see II
B); masculine *-0-stem and femln;ne*-a-stem accusative
singular (see II C); the accusative singular and plural of
the nop-neuter hard stems (see I1 D),.caused by the
phonoiggical_losses and sound changes.which took placé/in
- Ccs. |
. But what of the endingsiwhich would not have lost their
distinctive markers through such sound changeé? In several
places there would have been no heed for a reanalysis, e.g.,
the gen1t1ve singular of the masculine #*-d5-stems, e. g.;v—
grada and the neuter ;-o-stems e.g., mesta wete already
syncretic - there was no need to introduce another ending to -
preserve distinctions, Instead, the *-u-stem ending was
.utilised to show a new distinction - in this~instancev
animacy/paﬂtitiVify. Here both endings co-exist, with new
semantic functions, which bear little or no resemblance to
‘the ofiginal semantié categories of the old *-5- -and )
*#~U-stems. . |

One»examplé of this will H;Igiven here. In I C it was
stated that nearly all the possible *—ﬁ-steﬁs in CS had
. non-personal meaning. However, .in several 1nstances (see IIT

[}
B and III' C below) ‘the #-i-stem endlngs are used to refer to

o
(3

mascullne‘persons.

T
e
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.,'.I‘he following such case endings will be briefly
discussed in the remaining sgctﬁons‘bf this dissertation: in
’the singular the genitive, dative, and Igcative (see III B),
and in the plural ‘the nominative and anitive (see III C).
Also included in III C'wfll be a discussion of the *-ov-
formant wﬁich has arisen in fhe piural'declénsion of

Serbocroatian and Slovenian, and in some forms in Russian.
In the following sectio;% it will bg shown briefly how
the t-ﬁ;stemvendings have been utilised to create new
ﬁ;rammatical categories in the modern Slavic languages. The
impetus for.this was probably given by the morphologibal
restructurings proposei;in if}B, 11 C,‘and 11 D.

The precise :elationéhips between the prehistoric and .

historic develgmments is a subject for further study. It

, ; » ,
should | mind, however, that in both the

reconstn J the attested developments a complex web of

g N . . . 8
fdegrees of markedness is revealed. Part III
is include 5marily for the sake of .completeness, but also’

brt for some of the proposals advanced in II.
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""A TH nom(ﬁ)u T'puropun w He § uMOoBa, 4TO0G...JOo6HT. .’
aT...e ieoua;"

There does not.seem to be any alternativeﬂto accepting
this as a genuine ggniti&e-accusative in ~u. In féct, the
authoritative commentary on the birchbarks states that: "Cynﬁ_
no Konrexcry,‘mqpua [puropuiw He nareibHH¥ nages, a BUHUTEdb-
Huft - (Arcikqukij 1958: 61)- . |

An example of a genitive-accusative'singular in -u'éan

also be culled from Slovenian - in Trubar (C 16th) the

phrase "preiell ie suyga gosstﬁ"_—»"he received his gpest."
There are hardly any other examples of a

genitive-accusative singularlin ?u.‘Elgewhere the

genitive-acpusative singular of mastuline‘nouns is

consistently rendéred as -a, right up until the present..

ii) South Slavic.‘

The wholesale loss of‘most of the CS déclensional
syétem in Bulgérian and Macedonian haS'caEried with i; the
loss of the genitive,''? and so we need not treat these
lénguages here.‘In Bulgarian, however, a,hew distinction has

~arisen - the distinction between definite and indefinite.

ijects; e.g.é rpapg - "city"; CPaZbT - "the city";BHxiaM rpax

- "I see‘é city"; BuxiaMm rpéxa - "I see the city" .

- 4This probably has a éonnection with the evolution of
the -a and'-u'genitive'singularéendings (see iii,-efg.;
_ﬁMareé 1967, Kottum 1981, in particular Kbttum‘s:discussion

- of ﬁindividUélisation").
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danger  of being lost (*Iocanni.viditd Petru/*Petru viditu -

16anni). For inanimate ﬁasculine nouns this would not have
mattered too much, as they do not tend to functlon as agents
.(see I.C) but it could have had serious consequences ‘for
animate nouns, which naturally function as agents.

From the beginning, the tendency was to utilise the
*-0-stem genitive.§Thguiar ending -a to haintain the
distinction of nominative and accusative for animate
maseuline~nouns.-From this sdurce come the aniﬁate.gender§~
in the modern Slavic languages. For an interesting.theory on
" the rise of -a as an animate epding, see Newman 1982.

From the earliest attested texts, -a is far more common
than -u as an animate genitive—aceusatibetending. Out ef the
six *-ﬁ-stems.agreed upon by almost everybody (see I C),
only one denotes an animate humen (synu) and one an enimate
noﬁ—human (ié;g). The vast majority,(over 70) of these‘which
are less sure}‘however, are inanimate (see IC). A farh
greater proportion of original #-o0-stems Qere;animatev which~
possibly helps to explain the generalisation of -a with this
function. - ‘ - o .
po §1£2 is nearly always attested w1th -a in the
gen1t1ve accusative singular, Volu has a gen1t1ve accusative -

singular in -u (wotu) in POllSh Polish also has the fe?/ﬂ

skopu (skop~ - "vether" ), sarnu (sarn - roedeer ), smoku .

(stok -'"dragon(drago volans) ).
A genitive-acc¢usative in.-u is attested from Novgorod C

10ths
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0

B. The singular Cases

Within the -singular we can see three different
motivations at work in the genitive, dative, and locative
singular of nouns: the drive to digtinguish individuation
.and partitivity, see Kottum 1981: 179-86, discussed beiow in
further detail; the drive to show animacy (dative); and the
drive to restrict K/C alternations in the singular to the
feminine gender(locative). The net effect has been to
complicate the Slavic nominal system considerably, 1in a

manner unparallelled i1n other IE languages.

1) The Genitive singular.

F

i) Introduction: the concept of animacy.

Both the #*-0-stem ending -a and the #-u-stem ending -u
are attested with masculine nouns from the earliest texts,’
and later, theif respective roles develop.

This case is closely bound up with the concept of
animacy, which can be seen to evolve from the earlieg}
attestations of‘Siavic. In the nominal declension) ;;{@acy
seems to have bégun in the masculine #*-0/u-stems, and thence
to have spread, in varying degrees, in the different modern
Slavic langﬁages. |

The merger of the nominative and agcusative of the

*fé&ﬁ-stems (see Il B and Il C) caused by the loss of final

*-s meant that the freedom of word order would have been in
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In Serbocroatian the old *-u-stem ending -u in the
genitive singular has not survived as well és in other
Slavic languages. Belic¢ 1965: 6-16 does not seem to think it
worthy of mention. Gerd et al. 1?74: 164 state that "B 0-OCHO-
Bax M.p. PI€KCHA -y U3 -y~O0CHUB UTmeQeHa BO BCeX NaMATHHUKAX,
KpPpoMe cepOCKUX XII B. ..." Svane 1958a: 25-6 states that
in the material he discusses there are only two forms in fd:
LOMOY and pas3lom,

Slovenian has a few masculine nouns which take -u as
their genitive singular ending (for a complete list see
Toporisic 1976). Of these the following were proposed as

possible former *-u-stems: dar, glas, led, med, mir, plod,

rod, %ad, stan, val. All of these can have alternative

genitive singular endings in -a apart from dar. The -u

ending has spread to nouns which were probably not original

-

*-u-stems, e.g., tast, (*-i-stem, see above). See Ramovs

1952: 38 for dialectal and historical information.

1ii) West Slavic. .

In West Slavic we find the greatest concentration of

*~U-stem endNjgs with inanimate masculine nouns. In Polish

-~

and Czech we have -u attested as a genitive singular ending
with inanimate nouns from the earliest times, e.g., P ludu
) ¢

(Psatterz Florjanski 104.24), Cz, e.g., stromu.

This is carried through to modefn times, e.g., P cukier

- cukru - "sugar"; Cz papir - papiru - "paper":; Sk vosk -

”

vosku - "wax".
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The semantic differences which have evolved between the
-a and -u endings in Polish is an extremely vexed Question.
Several scholarg have attempted‘to categorise strictly the
type of nouns which take -a in the genitive singular énd
those which take -0. The latter (apart from the exceptions
quoted above) are all inanimate.

Westfal 1956: 337-69 has an interesting proposal for
this problem. After sifting through mountains of material,
he suggests that -u is used with nouns denoting either
abstractness or concrete inanimate objects Iargen than a

human being: , e.g.,wutkan - wulkanu - "volcano”. For

critigues of Westfal's approach, see Safarewicz 1956 and
Schenker 1957.

For several nouns the question of the correct genitive
singular ending has not been properly fixed. Westfal 1956:

, S~ '

VII recalls that for trojkat - "triangle”, either trdjkata
or tréjkétu is acceptable. In other instances the different
. endings are used to distinguish meaning, e.g., geniusz -
g;s. geniusza (a man of genius) - g.s. geniuszu (the concept
of geniug); baryton - g.s. barytona (a barytone singer) -
g.s. barytonu (the tonelbgrytone); strach - g.s. stracha (a
bogeyman) - g.s. strachu (the concept of fear).

Kottum 1981: 185-6 proposés that the ending -a is used
to denote "individualisation":

"Only -a can be used in forceful expressions to

evoke lifelike images; only -a is capable of making

the fear palpable by treating it on a par with
physical objects." '



225

a

In this context he discusses the phrases:

napedzic komus strachu - "to give someone a fright"

napedzié¢ komu$ stracha - "to frighten the life out of

someone".

The secbnd of those phrases seems to have a more
"emphatic”, ("individualised” meaning): it 1is stronger than
the first. Kottum concludes by saying: '

"...one might say that the genitive in -a, as
opposed to -u, emphasises the spatial form of

physical objects and contributes tangibility and
objectivity to abstractions.”

This would fit in well with the examples geniusz,

baryton, and strach given above.

’

Grappin 1956: 14 paésim shows the lines along which the
spread of the -u ending proceeded: at first it affected
abstract nouns, then nouns denoting materials. Nouns ending

in -unek (-unk-) < German -ung also tended to acgquire this

desinence, and this trend becomes clear from C 17th. Mares
1968: 38 points out that nowhere in Slavic has the -u ending
extended itself to all inanimate nouns, ahd sees the drive
fo distinguish case (-u is a possible dative and Jocatfve
ending also) as a contributory tendency.

Although Czech has also both -a and -u as pdssibleh
genitive singulaf endings,.with roughly the same
distribution as in Polish, usage in one language is no sure

guide to usage in the other, e.g.,
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Czech Polish

nos nosu BUT nos nosa - "nose”

zub zubu BUT zab zeba - "tooth"

les lesa BUT T§§ ‘ lasu - "forest"”

obed obeda BUT obiad obiadu - "lunch"
. ; Qbiac obiadu

As far as I am aware, the problem does not seem to have
received as much attention in Czech as in POllSh
For Lower Sorbian, Mucke 1896(1965): 306 lists several
nouns which have their genitive singular enaing in -u and
declares that:
"Alle die hieher gehdrigen einsilbigen Substantiven
inanimata haben in der Hauptsache eine
collectivische bz. abstrakte Bedeutung und nehmen

die Endung -u an, wenn sie im partitiven Sinne
gedacht sind."

He accompanies this by riaming nouns with this ending,
and a list ig)given here of the ones which rank as possible

former *-uU-stems: gad, grdd, 164, pidd, réd, rod, sad,

gréech, dar.

iv) East Slavic.

East Slavic also has -u as a genitive singular ending,
but not to the same extent as West Slavic.

In Ruésian the *-U-stem ending became fixed in
partitive usage by CC 15-17, and apart from aAfeQ'{ossilised
expressions (e.g. H3 Jecy, HH CAyX HE AYXy, _22 ZOJaKy
etc.), this is Stlll the case today. This does not mean, of

course, that all masculine nouns used in partitive meaning

take this ending: in OR Xa80%b and 0B&CH are never attested
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with it, The picture is complicated by the question-of'
foreign infloence - the -u ending is much more frequent in
texts written under Polish influence, e.g., EeresveﬁOV
;(c.1600) than dn texts written under Church Slavonic

influence (the letters of Ivan the Terrible (c. 1560-1584)).

In modern standard Russian the genitive ending in -u is

receding, and one can now hear, e.g., cTakaH uad beside cTa-
KaH uyak(see Vahros 1959, quoted in Kiparsky 1967: 29).
Kiparsky cites examples such as feper, Ayx,Log , and 3axo5
which have lost -u genitives since C {Sth; and gaioed‘new -a
genitives.‘2° The situation in modern Ukrainian‘epproaches
that in Polish and Czech, with several nouns taking fhe -u

ending, e.g., auMm - JuMy - "smoke".'?'

2) The Dative sinqular.

A;) introduction.

The semantic differences between the #-0-stem endlng ~u
and the *-u-stem ending -ovi are less apparent then the ones
between the gen1t1ve’s1ngular endlngs. Although the dative
singular *-u-stem endiog -ovi, like the.oenitioe singuiar

~ending, is attested from the earlieSt texts, its tang; is
more restrlcted both in these and in the modern 1anguages.

From the earllest t1mes the -ovi ending shows a ,’

tendency to be used with proper nouns, e.q., Dan1lu =

Dan1IOV1.,Me111et quoted in Mares 1967- 487, proposed that
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an embryonic category of definiteness can be seen in OCS

texts, with the ?ovi endingyused for definfte nouns and the

-u ending for indef inites, ng.,

rabovi : Gk 7@ Sovd | " "the slave"
rabu Gk Soviy : "s}ave".‘fz

It should,be emphasised at this point that, whereas in
the genitive the *-0O-stem ending denotes inanimacy, in the
dative the *-u-stem ending tends to denote animacy, although

it has extended to inanimates in a few instances.

ii) South Slavic.

The *-ﬁ—stem dative singulaf ending -ovi has not
survived well in Soﬁth'Slavic.>Serboctoatian and Slovenian
have very few examples from their earliest attestatiohs
(e.g., SC oTpokoBH kC 14th), Sn boquvi - C 17th), and in the
modern_laﬂﬁueges both have -u as .the hasculiﬁe dative

singular ending, even. for animate‘and personal masculine:*

nouns, e.g., SC putnik ~ putniku; dar - daru; Sn moz - mozu;

prst prstu.

iii) wWest Siavic.

The *-U-stem ehﬁing -ovi has spread its~rahgetto.a’mhch
greater extent in West Slavic than in South or East Slavic.
In Polish it 1s the normal datlve sxngular endlng for,'~
mascullne nouns to the extent that the *-o6- stem endlng 1s

‘ felt to be the except1on, ‘as it 1s used only w1th a few

nouns - (Bog, brat, chtop, chIQplec, dlabet k51adz,‘kot,\
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ojciec, pan, pies, $wiat). With a smaller group, both

endings are possible (cztek, dech, kat, teb, lew, osiot,
sen). Many of these denote animates. This: stands in
contradiction to the normal tendencies within Slavic,
according to which_-ovi“is useddwith animates and -u with
inanimates. The vast majority of animates in Polish, of
course, take -ovi (-owi) as a dative singular ending.
As in OCS, the -ovi ending is closely associated with

'proper names in the earliest texts,’e.g., Dawidowi (Ps.F.
88.4). Many animate nouns also have thie ending, e.g.;

krolowi (Ps.F. 44.1), jgnoroicowi (Biblia krdlowej Zofii

24.8). By C 15th the difference seems to have resolved
itself 1nto anlmate -ovi/inanimate-u, thh the exceptlons
llsted above.

But the development did not stop there. The gen1t1ve
»and locative singulars of many mascullne nouns had already
Vtaken the ending -u (see above for the genltlve.and below
B for the locative), and if the detive singular had kept the
*-0-stem endlng -u, this would have led to an undes1rable
~mergerr Thus, by C 16th, -owi had spread to 1nan1mate |
‘tmascul1ne nouns. It is therefore not surprlszng that none of
_’the nouns l1sted above as taking -u as the dative 51ngular
- ending takes -u-as the genitive or locative singular ending.
| Turnlng to. Czech, we find that the exten81on of the
*-u- stem ehdzng -ovi has taken a 51mllar course. From the
earliest texts -ovi is attested with mascul1ne anlmate
nouns, e, g., ‘kral' ovi (Rukop1s Hradecky) and somet1mes with

2
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inanimates, e.g., bojovi (2altar Wittenbersky).
In the modern language, -ovi can only be used with
inanimates if personification is implied (Travnicek 1935:

297). In groups of nouns occurring together, only the Jast

one takes the -ovi ending, e.g., panu Janu Novakbvi, where

‘the older language would have had -ovi in all three nouns:
_ : s

neboztikovi Jirikovi Holarkovi (examples taken from Vazny

1964: 26). See also under locative.

Upper Sorbian has generalised the:soft ending s-evi,

wvhich regularly develops to -ej, e.g., ptack ptackej. Boh -
"God", however, has only dative, singular Bohu, and there
are a few nouns which allow both endings, e.g., duch -

duchu/duchej. The ending -éj has also spread to many

neuters; e.g., stowo - slowej.

Lower Sorbian has taken *-oj from *-ovi and added the
+-5-stem dative singular'ending‘-u'to form a new ending

-oju, e.g., nan - nanoju for both animates and inanimates.

It seems that -oju is used to mark the dative when either
‘the genitivé or locative s&ngular ends in -u. For examples .

S : - /
see Mucke 1896: 309. y

iv) East Slavic.
Eas;”SlaviC'once again shows a clear division between
Russian and Ukrainian, similérstg what we havé'seeﬁ with the
ggﬁitive'singulér, with thé #4ﬁ-s:em ending béing mofe»
' A_plentiful.in Ukrainiah{'The‘-ovi épdingASeems>never to have

extended itself im Russian. It is even possible that the

¥ \ » L4
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-ovi was preserved in Russian only as a Church Slavonicism
in OR (Riparsky 1967: 30); anyway after C 14th -it disappears
rapidly, with the #-6-stem ending reigning almost supreme.
As early as 1130 we find a form gggggg_én almost certain
original *-u-stem, ' with an x-o-stem dative singular ending.

In modern Russjan we have the fossilised expressions,
probably not even thought of as datives nb&adays, which are
the sole survivors of the *-U-stem datfve singular ending:
domoft~ "home (direction) " and goao# - "down with" , both
attested from C 14th on.

Ukrainian, on the other hand, has a system very similar
to the one we‘diSCUssed above for Czech. The‘ending -ovi 1is

o .

used for the dative singqular, e.gg; gJayr - nayrosi (animate)

. AY . L
MyJaAp - Myasposi (animate). As in Upper Sorbian, -ovi has

..

spread to some neuters, e.g., cepuesi.

3) The locative siggﬁlar;

i) Introduction. . - o
Anophe: faétor»entérs the picture hefe: the ¥nfluence
- of the phonology of the particular language. For the
*-0-stems, the ending here is *-&, which causes the second
p%latalisation, thus_créating'a~K/C alternation. In several
‘Slavic languages, there seéms to be a tendency tb restrict
:K/C alternation tm Femjnine nouns ih the-singﬁlar, although

it has by no .means been carried through in all the Slavic

\
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»
languages. An additional factor is that it is ite probable
that the second palétalisation did not cover the whole of
Slavic - according to Birnbaum 1978 it did not reach the

Novgorod area.

ii) South Slavic.

o~

The locative singular *-u-stem ending has survived
better in South Slavic than either the genitive or the
dative singular endings.

AL
Nets

Slovenian has generalised -u to all masculine and

neuter nouns_in the locative singular, e.g., prst - prstu;

leto - letu. Dialectally, however, the #0-stem ending is
flourishing: in the Central dialects *-ei < $-é- < #-0i- 1is
‘the locative siﬁg%lar ending for falling tone monosyllables,

e.g., duh - duhei. For details see Ramovs 1952: 40-1. Also a'

fewaorms are attested in -ovi(see below for parallels in
Czech,vSlovak( ahd Ukrainian.)

Serbocroatian has generalised the'*—ﬁ-stemvénding for«
hasqﬁlihes_and the neuters in the locative singular, e.g.,

1~g;ad - gradu, polje - polju. This was not established'unfil

~C 14th, and as in Slovenian, some'dialects stilg maintaiﬁ
the older systém; bakavian Serbocroatian still has -u and -é
f( >-e,-1) co?existing; !‘ané 1958: 36-40 proposes that ﬁhe
.#-ﬁ—stem locative singular ending started to'extend itself
first in monosyllables, andvthenéewa»theffollowing route:
Eirst/of all ﬁhe -u ending spréad to non-femiﬁiné-houné

with stems ending in -k, which restricted. the occurrence of
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the K/C alternatgean. in the singular to feminine nouns. Later

it spread to al] kine and neuter nouns, and merged with

' - 3 . .
the locative sil fmost instances.'?® Thus we have:

N.S. stvar selo
D.L.S. stvari selu -
&\ .

iii) wWeg

West Slaylll seems to have generalised the *-U-stem

locative singu® in a similar way to Serbocroatian and

Slovenian, thof» tnot as extensively. The tendency to

eliminate the K/alternation in the non-feminine singular
paradigm is even more apparent here, as the two endings (-e

and -u) co-exist il most West Slavic languages.

As with thej i Slavic languages above, there is an

early tendency Ei‘iﬁtrodﬁce the *-u-stem ending -u iﬁto
masculine and neutef nouns with stems ending iﬁvé velar, to
restrict the rénge bf the K/C alternatioﬁ;v

To a mucb greater deg;ee than Sérbccroatian, Slbvenian,
and Rﬁssiah; the d;fference betﬁeén the original hard andk
soft’baradigms is,gehq:ally still evident. One way of
"maintaining the7di§£erence is the utilisation in Polish,
Czech, and‘Sorbién (but nbt,Slbvék) of the *—G*stem ending
fﬁ in the éoft pafadigm,‘whilé\keeping the ;-6-sﬁem ending.
=& in, the hard paradigm: > | o |

‘This-system appears from the earliest attestations of

~-téxts in‘the'abOVe languages;'e.g., Cz pokoj - pokoiju jc
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14th), LS hoqen - hognju. Mare$S 1968: 41 is unable to find a

reason for it, while Feinbergv1978: 119 seeks a solution in

"an early tendency to sharpen the new: soft vs. hard

dlchotomyAby means_of a non-automatic suffixal variation."
For Polish, Grappin 1956: 53 ooints out that some

vocal ic alternations would also have been avoided, and gives

the examples w czesie/ w czasu, na zjezdzie/na zjazdu, po

wietrze/na wiatru, which show fluctuation. The forms with -e

(< x-¢&) have prevailed in the modern language, however’, and
several of the vocalic alternations have been‘eliminated,

e.g., zelazo - 23elazie.

' As in Polish, Czech shows a tendency for -u to belused

with mascullne and neuter nouns Whlch have stems in velars,
\.

e.g., pti brehu (C 14th), although oth?r forms exist which
é?how the K/C alternatlon- [} ]azzce (C 14th). In modern Czech

the tendency 1s still for such nouns to take the -u ending;

N\

ar

there are soae yet which take the -¢ ending; e.g., potok --

v potoce/potoku

~ There is one phenomenon in Czech (whlch it shares with
~ Slovak and Ukrainian) which has no parallel with Polish.
That is.the~extensi6n of the -ovi ending to_the locat ive
singular of animates.yfhis is possibly under the influence
of the syncret1sm of dat ive and Iocatlve in fem1n1ne nouns
in the SAngular, whlch is attest&a from the earllest Slavic.
In the earlier language thls.phenomenon is attested with
both animates and inanimates'(e.g.,'gé bréhovi f,zlomek

Dobrovsk§'c 14th), but in the modern language it has ‘been
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restricted to animates. Masculine personal *-a-stems have
also taken over this ending for the dative/locative

singular, e.g., predseda dat/loc. predsedovi.

Slovak deviates here in that the *—ﬁ—steﬁ ending -u has -
not spread to the soft stems, although it has spread to

nouns with velar stems, e.g., vlak - vlaku. .

N. mecé hrad svazok pole vojsko zZnamenie
— - T % r—
L. mec1i hrade svazku poll vojsku znameni

. This matter is worth further investigation, as it
isolates Slovak from the neighbouring Slavic laﬁguagés. .
Possibly it is connected, with the fact that Slovak |
eliminates the K/C alteSLation in the singular of nouns

altogether, e.g.,

N ruka kniha mucha
D/L ruke knihe muche

which gives it a look very similar to Russian.
. Sorbian has an’ interesting development here: nouns with
a stem ending in -k or fch‘take,-u[-whereas nduns ending in

S =g ﬁakea-é, e.g., (LS) jéyzk - jééyku, duch - duchu, but

brjog - brjoze. There are exceptjons.and varia®ions between

2
-

Upper:énd Lower Sorbian: (Uppéf) ﬁ Bozy (-y < -e), ‘(Lower) gﬁ

= m -

LS

-e

Bogu; also w bégu, but bok - boce.
iv) East Slavic.

East Slavic also has the‘*—ﬁ—stém ending‘, though it is
less widespread than in West S}a?icfand‘Serbocroatian,aﬁd i
Sloveniaﬁ, The tendency to use -u'aé a locative éingul&r

) A ., N . | i

o I
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ending wﬁth the *-jo-stems does not seem to have been too
strong here, and the tendency to avoid the K/C alternation
seems to have been weaker still. Forms which point to the
latter do exist, e.é., Hd BoOCHsy (Rjazan C 13th).

| However, the *-yu-stem locative singular ending has
extended itself in in Russian, after co-existing with the
+-0-stem ending. As in the genitive singular, the two are
always“differentiated-in meaning, with phe ~u-stem ending
iﬁdicating concrete Jocation,

®.g9., A cTOoK Ha Gepery - "on the riverbank”

A roBopo 0 Gepere - "about the riverbank”

The -u forms can only be used with the prepositions B

in" and "en"). They are nowadays less common than

n

and Ha (
they were in C 16th and C 17th. Several fbreign borrowings
have acquired them , e.g., wkap - B mkapy. These forms are
always stressed on the -u; see Kiparsky 1967; 34-9 and
Unbegaun 1935: 78-135.

Ukrainian has more -u endings than Russian; the
criterion of monosyllabicity plays some role here: according

. 353
to MeduSevs'kyj & Zyatko%ﬁ@a 1963: 42 monosyllables tend to

4 e

&

take -u as their locative Ssingular ending, e.d.,Kpall,y kKpaw,
JHXKO - Yy JHXKy. Another tendency, operating in Ukrainian,
is that suffixless nouns take the ending -i(< *-e), e.g., Ge-

per - Ha oepedi., Several nouns have alternative endings,

o
.

e.g., pPOOiTHHK, - poéirauxy’ POGLITHHKOBI .
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C. The plural cases

In this chapter the nominative plural and the genitive
plural of the x-u-stems, and their range in various Slavic
languages will be discussed. In the plural the separation of
the various functions of the original *-u-stem endings is
much simpler - we do not have to consider individualisation
or partitivity as contributory factors - only the categories
of mascul ine personal and mascul ine animate need be
discussed here. We will examine the nominative plural' and
the genitf&e plural, together with the new stem formant

-—ovV-—,

1) The nominative plural.

1) Introduction.

The #-0-stem nomin;tive plural ending 1s -1, which
causes the Ssecond palatal isation (see II1 B), and the
+~0-stem nominative plural ending is -ove. In this instance
both endings show the tendency to be?associated with one

particular category - that of masculine animate or mascul ine

personal .

1i) South Slavic.
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We can find several -ove forms in Bulgarian, e.g., Boa
- BoJoBe, all of which are monosyllables. They are used as
invariable forms - Bulgarian has no case distinctions
whatever in the plural declension of nouns. Macedonian also

has 'some -ove endings in Eastern dialects, e.g., rJaac - rJa-

coBg although -ovi 1s much more common, e.g., 3€eT - Jerosﬁ
The -ovi forms are regarded as st;ndard. The ending -ovi 1s
often reduced to -0i, e.g., 3eTod. As in Bulgarian, this
ending 1s used as an 1invariable plural form.

Serbocroatian, Slovenian, and Russian will be discussed
in 3 below with respect to this ending. Certain Slovenian

dialects, however, preserve -ove as a nominative plural

ending.'?"®

1ii) West Slavic.

The descendants of the ending -ove seem to be most
numerous in the West Slavic languages. In Polish they are
numerous from the earliest times for both inanimate and

animate nouns. We can find jezykowie, we2owie etc. in the

Ps. F. (C 14th), and sladowie, czasowie etc. in the Ps. Pu..

By C 15th the trend seems to be the restriction of the -owie
ending to the animate, although some inanimates linger on
until C 16th. The use of -owie with non-personal animates,
however, is now mainly used in poetic language. There are
numerous examples from C 19th, e.qg., ortowie (Mickiewicz).
In many Polish masculine personal nouns there are two

possible plurals - either _the o0ld *-0-stem nominative plural



N 239
\..
-1 or the old #-u-stem nominative plural -ove. For magculine
non-personal nouns, the old *-o-stem (+-U-stem) accusative
plural has been extended to the nominative, e.g., stoly.
Most of the masculine personal nouns take the #*-o0-stem

ending -i1(-y). Some take -owie, and a few take both, e.g.,

Polak - Polacy (-cy < #-ci), syn - synowie, aniot -

anieli/aniolowie, doktor - doktorzy/doktorowvie,

Czech also has numerous examples of x-u-stem nominative
plural endings from the earliest times, e.g., zubové (C
14th).'?% This ending develops parallel to the Polish one:
nowadays 1t ig used exclusively with personal nouns.'?® As
with the dative (dative/locative) singular, masculine
personal nouns ending in -a also take this ending, e.g.,

predseda - predsedové. Slovak has adopted a solution similar

to Russian: the combination of the endings -ove and -ja
(originally a feminine collective), which is found in

Russian as an ending in its own right, e.g., 6paT - 6paThbs,

and in Upper Sorbian, e.g., (bratr - bratfa), e.g., Sl -ovia

(chlap -~ chlapovia)

U ) )
From C 16th on, -ove endings are common in Sorbian ( >

-ojo) , e.g., muzowje - bratrowje. More recent examples: nan

- nanojo, duch - duchojo.

iv) East Slavic.
The -ove endings are far less numerous in East Slavic.
Within Russian, the ending begins to extend itself from C

14th, only for animate nouns, e.g., Tarapose, 60pOBE,BOpPO6be~

Be, but it retreats after C 16th. Endings such as - —OpH/-€eBH
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reminiscent of those in Serbocroatian, Slovenian, and
Macedonian discussed above are also attested, e.g.,ro.y6eBH
- 1426. Nowadays 1in standara Russian only two nouns with a
similar plural (~ov'ja, see above) are preserved, although

more are attested in dialects, e.g., 3ATbh ~ JYATEBbLA.

2) The genitive plural.

i) Introduction.

The *-U-stem genitive plural ending -ovi- is the most
successful of any *-u-stem ending, as it has been
generalised over most masculine nours in many'Slavic
languages, and even to feminines and neuters in others
(Belorussian, Sorbian). The reason for this is not hard to
find. The fall of the jers in final position would have
given the genitive plural a zero-ending in most stems.\

Now a zero-ending is by no means unusual as a marker
(see I B). The&;ero—ending still persists in feminine
. *-a-stems and neuter_*-é?stems.over much of Slavic today. It

is sufficiently marked, being the only such ending in these °
péradigms. ' \

But this is not the case for the masculine *-é-stems,
which were also acquiring the zero-ending in the genitive-

‘plural. Mare$ 1968: 40 considers that the zero-ending would

have been an "undesirable irregularity”, and that other,
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more salient endings were introduced to mark the genitive
plural., The prime candidate was the *-u-stem ending -ovu,
and its penetration into the *-0-stems can be seeé)in 0oCs
texts, e.qg., béesovu (Supr. 40,16). The ending ovu can alsq
have a soft variant -evu, e.g., vracevu (Supr.), but in many
cases this loses grounc to the #-i-stem genitive plural .

ending -iji (> R-et).'?’

i11) South Slavic.

In Serbocroatian we find forms such as rpo6oBb, 3aKOHOBbL

from C 14th, although the newer ending -3 (also attested
in Slovenian and of ufitertain origin) has ousted -ovi from
its former range by C 16th, although -ovi lingers on in
Cakavian. For a review of the literature on -a, see Svane

1968: 73-80 (see also 3 iii).

iii) wWest Slavic.

Polish has several early attestations of -ovi ( > P
-6w), also, e.g., tysiacow (C 14th). Its soft equivalen; is
also attested, e.g., krolew (C 14th). The ending -éw, -
_however, found itself in competition with the #*-i-stem
genitive plurél ending -i, and right up to the presenf;

several nouns can have both endings, e.g., maz - mezdéw/mely.

" As a general rule, nouns with a nominative plural in -owie

will have a genitive plural ending in -éw.

The ending -ovu is also seen to extend its range in

Czech. From the earliest examples of Czech texts we can find



several such forms, é.g., mécov (C 14th), mésiecov (C 13th).
As in Polish, there was competition with the #-i-stem endihg
-1j1 > _ik e.g., muzi (C 15th). The -i ending was
undoubtedly extended by the sound change U > 1/C'-, which

would have made -i the obligatory ending for all formerly

;;.\ N

soft-consonants, but the situation has been altered to make
-6v {-> f§ in modern Czech) the normal genitive plural ending

for both hard and soft stems, e.g., hrad hradfi, muz - muzf,

~although such forms as muzi linger on in literary Czech.
Slovak has geﬁeraliséd -ovu ( > -ov) for all masculine

nouns, hard and soft,, e.g., smysel - smyslov. Certain nouns

have an alternative zero genitive plural ending, e.g., cas -

cias (compensatory lengthening) and some (all soft stems)

have -i (< #*-1ji), e.g., host - host 'ov/hosti.
Sorbian has generalised the -ovu ending to neuters and

feminines, e.g., ptack - ptackow, polo -'polow, Zona -

Eal .
zonow. Only a few nouns have other endings, e.g., swinja -
swini. In contrast to the rest ofgSlavic, the -ovu ending

has even penetrated the *-i-stems, e.g., koS¢ - ko$cow.

Fhe earliest attestations of Sorbian (esp. Jakubica

1648) show neuter and feminine nouns still with zero-endings

in the genitive plural, e.g., lato - lat.
In contrast to Russian, in Polish, Czech, Slovak and
Sorbian masculine personal nouns éndinq in -a in the

& o
nominative singular take -ovu in the genitive plural, e.g.,

242

P poeta - poetdw ; Cz predseda; -pfedsedfi; S1 sluha - sluhow.

; US ¢ésta - céstow, cf. R cayra - cayr.
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Belorussian has -ay /-0y as the reflex 8f -ovi, and

this ending co-exists with zero, e.g., &KHO - aKOH/ BOKHay

3) The use of the formant -ov-.

i) Introducfion.

In certain Slavic languages the -ov- which appears in
certain original *-l-stem cases (dative singular, nominative
plural, genitiye plural, genitive/locative dual) has been
extendeq to many other cases, usually with monosyllabic
nouns. It;is generalised through the plural in seQeral
instances and in Slovenian it has invaded the singﬁlar in a‘
few forms..

ii) The use of -ov- with the nominative plural of nouns
The -ov- element often combines with other endings to form a
new nominative plural marker;"° Bulgarian, Polish, and
Sorbian have the lineal phonological reflexes of -ove as a

masculine nominative plural ending: Bg 6par - Gperosg P syn

- synowie; U.S.nan - nanojo; whereas Macedonian,
Serbocroatian, Slovenian, Czech, Slovak, and Russian have

combined -ove with other endings: M BoJ - BoJOBH (-ov-

~

treated as a stem formant, -i substituted for -e as a plural

ending); note the contrast with Bulgarian, which has

preserved -ove; SC noz - nozevi( see M); Sn svet-- svetovi,
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iv) East Slavic. ” &
In East Slavic the -ovu ending has also gained a great
deal of ground. From C 13th on,qthe ending -ovu becomes

normal, although some zero-endings have lingered on until

the present day, e.g., R rias - raas, U YyoO61iT - uobirT.

In Russian the soft equivalent‘of -ovu, -evu, also
extends its range in tandem, e.g., KdﬂeBb(occurringﬁfrom
1262 ~ c.1460). Later.—evﬁ-(> -eB /—EB (stressed) ) is
ousted by —ef (< -iji) - 52523 (c. 1600 - present). The

‘ending -evlu lingers on after 3, &, &, and §¢ uqtil2e 16th,

and is replaced then by -eft f €.9., HOx - Hoxe# It is still

in use with nouns ending in j and ¢, e.qg., MecAuy - MecAues.
. : 4

The ending -ovu has also sbreaavsporadically to the

néuters. In colloquial speech neuter nouns with hard stems

can have -OBas a genitive plural ending, e.g., Her MECTOR,
recorded in 1916. One form, o6iakos, has’ become established

;n the literary languége. The -evu endihg has had more

success with the neuters, e}g., BEpXQ0Bbe - BepXOBbeR, KPHJIO
-'KQHAbéB (see Kiparsky 1967: 73 for a more complete list).
The -ovu ending,mighé have become as wel% established in
Russian as it ha# in Sofbian, if there had not’been an
effort to baﬁigh it from C 18th onwards.'?®

Ukrainian geheraily has -ip (< -ovi/evu, where Russian
has =08 etc. As in Russian, there are a few zero endings
.(seé above). In contrast to Russian, some *—é-steﬁs have

acquired the ending -iB, e.g., xara - XaTiB.

%1
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i1s used as a stem formant

throughout the plural (and dual in Slovenian) paradigm,

[}

e.g.,
SC Sn
_N.S. noz svet
" N.PL. nozevi svetovi N/A DU svetova
A.PL. nozeve svetove
nozeve svetove
G.PL. nozZeva svetov
D.PL. nozevima svetovom D/I DU.svetovoma
1.PL. nozevima svetovi
L.PL. nozevima svetovih

This contrasts with other Slavic languages. such as

Polish (syn, - synowie - syndéw - syndw rsynom - synami -

synach) or Slovak (vrah - vrahovia - vrahov - vrahov -

vrahom - vrahmi - vrahoch), where the -ov- has not spread

beyond its original range. . +
Czech and Slovak have introduced new endings into the
nominative plural by combining -ov- with another ending: in

Czech with -é and in Slovak with -ia, e.g., Cz pan - panoveé;

Sl vrah - vrahovia,

Russian here agrees with South Slavic in that the -ov-
element‘appeafs throughout the plural, but it is only

attached to two fbrms, e.g., ChH - CHHOBbLA etc., 5yu4 KYMOBbRA

etc.
Texts are attested containing -ove plurals from the
earliest times, e.g., mocaoBs (- R 1294), zubové (Cz early C

14th), duxove (OCS Supr.).




ii) Slovenian.
In one noun in standard Slovenian, the -ov- formant has

become generalised in the obligue cases in the singular: dan

- dan - dneva - dnevu - dnevom - dnevu.'?®°

It appears in dialects in other singular forms, e.g.,

sin g.s. snova (Medvode). In the earlier language -ovu ( <

? ’

+ov+ *#0-stem dative singular -u) 1s attested, e.g., Svetuvu

4
H

(C 16th).

It is used throughoué the plural and dual with many
monosyllables (see above for examples) although not all’

monosyllables take it (e.g., trg - trgi) and there are many

instances of competing forms (, e.g., dar - darovi/dari).’

iii) Serbocroatian.

Serbocroatian has nét extended the -ov- formant in the
!

sinqular, but utilises it in the pluralfin the same way as
Slovenian. The use of -ov- is early; that it predates the

generalisation of -ma in the dative, ijstrumental, and
’ I

locative plural is shown by forms such as cuHoBoMb (C 14th),

rgagoésx (C 14th). !

Certain Serbocroatian forms use Jov- in the plural
wvhere Slovenian does'not,re.g.,sclggg - trgovi but Sn trg -

The genitive plurél in Serbocroé ian and Slovenian is
worth a few remarks here. Both iangna es show an early

extension of the original #U-stem end ng, e.g., SC £LpangoBp



247

(C 14th). In Slovenian the -ov < -ovu has been generalised
in the masculine, whereas in Serbocroatian the forms with
~ov~- were doubtless analysed as root + stem formant +

desinence and this could have helped the spread of the -a

. ending to monosyllables utilising -ov-, e.g., grad - gradovi

 -‘gradova, in contrast to Slovenian grad - gradovi - gradov.
dfacgeve, 2 = 4

1v) Russian.

The -o;- formant has not been as successful in Russian
vaE in South Slavic. Unlike South Slavic, however, where'-i

has been generalised és the nominative plural desinence, a

{ Qériety of endings have been utilised for the nominative |
, p}urgl in combination with -o;—, e.g.,
. &) roayGesd - 1426 ( -ov- + -i)
| b) cuHoBbA (see above)
c) sHp0Ba - 1489 (-ov- + -a).'?!’

A form ;elated to XHJAOBA, Xo034eBa, -~ still survives in

c |
¢/ the modern literary language. Riparsky 1967: 46 states that

- 7 xosdesa is "an der Grenze zwischen Kollektivum und richtigen

# fPlural,”'as it is alrézgg built on an earlier collective
1  ?fofmation égggé‘< Chuvash xoza. It has X03deB as a geﬁitive
:'ffplural.

f§ g As the -ov- formant has not spread so far in Ruésian,

the -oB endihg in the genitive plural is more salient as a

i

. distincty lan it would have been as a sStem

formant;



4) Sumﬁarz.

At this point we should briefly summarise the

conclusions reached in this section the use of the various

original *-usstem endings.'??

1) Genitive éingular -u. Used overwhelmingly with
inanimates and to denote partitivity. There are very few
examples with animates (see III B ]).

| ii) Dative éingular ?ovi. Generally denotes animates,
although it has spread to}inanimatgs in certain instances.
With pe;sonal nduns it has spread to the locative in certain
instances (see III B 2). L

iii)‘Locative singular -u. Has spread mainly to

masculines and neuters with stems ending in a velar to
'restricg the K: C alﬁernation'in the sihgular to feminines.
Animacy is 'not relevant here (see III B 3).

iv) Nominative plural -ove. Used almost exclusively for
animate or personal nouns, sometimes co-existing yith -1
(from the *-o0-stems) (see III C .

v) Genitive_plurai -ovu. The/most successful of the.
original #—ﬁ¥stem endings - it has spreadltq nearly all
masculine nouné and to fgminines.and neuters in some .
instances (see III B 2). | o

‘A new stem formant in -ov- has also arisen. It is

- .

exclusively .used with monosyllabic’nouns, and mostly-appears'

in the plural. It is widespread in West South Slavic, and is

*
\

rarer elsewhere.
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5) Conclusions.

The developments discussed in III lend support to the

reconstructions outlined in 1I, for the following reasons:

1) The expansion of the *-u-stems in the modern Slavic
languages is unparallelled in other IE languages, where the
x-U-stems have tended to retreat. This lends weight to all
the proposals involving aﬁalogical extensions of the
*x-u-stems. J

oo

1i) In‘II B, II C, and I1 D it was pfobosed that the
x-U-stem endings were used to different%ate number, gender,
and case. Some of the attested developments in III provide
support for hypotheseé outlined in II, as foilows:‘

. a)‘In the singular, the #*-u-stem endings contributed to
the rise of the néw sub-genders'?®? in the modern Slavic |
languages, chiefly within the masculine gender. I suggest
éhat this development may bé interpreted as a recurrence of

" _the use of the *-u-stem endings as gender markers in the
masculine hominatjve and accusative Sihgular'in the
pfeliteraﬁe pe;iod of CS. &hat thé differentiatioﬁ,of gender
continued to be of importance is indicated by “the strong

tendency to restrict the K/C alternation in the singular to

the feminine,

b) In the masculine plural declensions of the modern
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.
languages, the *-u-stem ending *-ovu ousted the *-oO-stem
genit}ve plural ending *-u, except in a very few 1lnstances.
In some instances it spread to the feminine and neuter also.
Again, I suggest that this development is typologically
similar to the one reconstructed for the accusative plural

in IT1 D, and hence supports this reconstruction.



IV. Conclusion

In the foregoing study an attempt was made to trace one
part of the CS nominal declensional system, and the
following conclusions were reached.

1) It is very probable that an absolutive?érgative
opposition can be reconstructed for PIE, 1n contrast to the
nominative/accusative opposition attested in the earliest
Hittite, Sanskrit, Greek, etc. It was suggested fn)L B that
the CS accusative is descended from the PIE accusé!%ve
(absolutive), which was marked orig{nally with a zero
desinence. This zero desinence wa@é preserved in all the CsS
accusative singulars except the *-6- and *-a-stems, which
had an acgusative singular ending *-m. The #*-u-stem
accusative singular should therefore be reconstructed and
analysed as *-u-¢, instead of the moréusual *-u-m.

In I C it was shown that the *-u-stems were more
numerous than is usually supposed.

2) In II CS morphological developments were considered

which are often explained by Auslautgesetze. There are

theories which seek to explain all the forms discussed in

the thesis by Auslautgesetze, and there are theories which

utilise a combination of Auslautgesetze and and

morphological explanations. It is proposed in this thesis

that there were no Auslautgesetze in CS, nor were there any

special sandhi rules - every instance where either has been
proposed can be explained by morphological analogy,

utilising the following hierarchy of categories:

251



number -gender-case.

The following alleged Auslautgesetze were accorded

\
\

special attention:

i) $-0s > *~-u (see II B).‘

11) #-om > =-u (see II C).

111) *-ons > x-y> (see 11 D).

All the above were discussed in sections II A and Il H.

3) After the various changes and mergers that did take
place in the phonological system, the CS nomlnal system
underwent a great number of changes. In many of those
changes (the *-0-stem masculine nominative and accusative
singular (see II B and II C), the accusative plural of the
x-a-stems and masculine #*-0-stems (see 1I D)), a role 'was
played by the s-U-stem endings, which were utilised in the

. R
nominative and accusative singular to mark the masculine
gender, and in the accusative plural as a marker of number.

Of the hypotheses discussed in II, I rank II B as
extemely likely, I1 C, II D, II E, II F and II H less so,
and II G less st1ill.

4) In II1I the developments in attested Slavic languagés
were discussed, and possible parallels between the
preliterate and historic trends were suggested.

5) This study has been proposed as an alternétive
framework to the traditional theories on the subject. It

/
does not‘cléim to be the last word by any means. Several

guestions Have been left unanswered, and would be possible

frujtful topics for further study:

252
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i) Why did CS preserve the neutex gender?

i1) How natural are Auslautgeset;}?

iii) Would the framework developed in II A work as well
for other EIE languages? What modifications would have to be

made? Would Stankiewicz's proposals on marking be equally

4
applicable?

iv) What are the precise relationships between the

I

reconstructed development and the attested development? How

would the proposals made in this dissertation have to be

modified?

It is hoped that these questions will be pursued in the

near future.
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Footnotes

Sometimes more distantly related languages can provide
vital clues, e.g., a final dental stop can be
reconstructed for the ancestor of R To on the evidence
of Sanskrit and Germanic: {t cannot be reconstructed on
the Slavic evidence alone.

The full text of the rhyme can be found in Lockwood,
1961: 61. '

An early example of this was Bopp's equating of
r-passives in Latin with aorist s-forms on the basis of
rhotacism. Later on it was discovered that Celtic and
Hittite also have r-passives, and as these languages do
not show rhotacism, this equation had to be abandoned.

a

See, e.g., Hirt 1927: 111: 38, Lehmann 1958, Schmalstieg
1980: 46-7 etc.

.

In contrast to Gothic, Old English and 0ld High German
have an instrumental case in addition to the others.

a -\;Q" . .
Nowhere in the plural does the ablative have a

distinctive ending.

See, e.g., Josselson 1953: 18-19, Gerd et al. 1974: 178
passim, Stankiewicz 1977, Jelinek et al. 1961: 86-9.

The suffix *-janinu- was partially merged with another,
originally distinct suffix s-eéninu-; see Shevelov 1964:
259 ‘

Previous to this developmeht the feminine *-a-stems

would have taken the accusative plural ending -y from
the *-u-stem ending via the $-0O0-stems.

4

The ending *-i is pronominal in origin; For details, see
IT H.

254
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20
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See, e.qg., Szemerényi 1970a: 124-5, Schmalstieq 1980:
47, )

R
AN

In fact, it was the seeming 1rregular1ty of vocallc

alternatlon in roots such as *sta- which led de Saussure
to posit his famous "coefficients sonantiques"”

A parallel *]1 /el alternation is attested in the
*-i-stems, e.g., OCS gosti g.s. gosti < #*-els.

See Brosman 1976 and 1978. For the view that Hittite
lost its feminine gender, see Marstrander 1919: 28.

Different terminology has sometimes been used, e.g.,

‘Agent/Patient (Uhlenbeck 1901); Active/Passive (Savcenko

1968) .

It is proposed that the *-s which is reconstructed for
the ergative is the same "s" which appears in the
earliest attestations of IE languages as’'a nominative
singular. An ergative-to-nominative change is attested
in the history of Persian.

In Hittite the same form is often used for singular and
plural, e.g., genitive antuhsas, and this probably
reflects the earlier state of affairs.

Greenberg formulates the Universal thus: "Where there is
a case system, the only case which ever has zero
allomorphs g the one which includes among its meanings
that of the: sub]ect of the intransitive verb". Comrie
cites a few counterexamples (1981: 119).

It is generally proposed that "m" and "n" merged in

final position early in CS. The result of this

reconstructed merger is normally written "N". However,
the affixing of "m" in the accusative singular would
probably antedate this merger.

For examples see Schmalstieg 1976: 98-100.

See, e.g., Savienko 1968, Shields 1976, 1978, Uhlenbeck
1901,
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28

28

27

28

29
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Dixon 1979: 77, referring to the system attested in
Runic, states that such a system is unstable. However,
the Faroese system attested here is descended from
Runic. It should be pointed out, however, that the
systems in Faroese (and Icelandic) only constitute a
partial exception to Dixon's proposal, as many paradigms
(cf. horn) do have zeroes as a marker  of the nominative.
An additional example of a non-nominative case marked
with a zero is furnished by several genitive plural
endings in the modern Slavic languages (see III C).

As opposed to nominative-marked/accusat ive-unmarked
systems, I know of no attested system with
ergative-unmarked.

¢

For examples of "animate agehts”, see Shields 1978: 192,

The participial and comparative forms of the adjectives
do show different stem formants.
\

There were a few original s-u-stems in CS, mostly
feminine. Their number was later augmented by borrowings
from Germanic.

E.g., Lithuanian seems to have gained new case
inflections in recent times, e.g., the illative,
adessive, and allative; see Stang 1966: 175-6.

Cf. the evolution of the future paradigm in French and
Spanish quoted in Schmalstieg 1980: 4-5.

One must exercise great care when dealing with Hittite
data, as the system does not lend itself to phonetic
precision.

The close similarity between the Sanskrit and 0OCS
x-y-stems was used by Burrow 1973: 19 as one of the
proofs for a close relationship between Slavic and
Indo-Iranian, ' '

In Celtic also the *-u-stems have been extended. In

Scottish Gaedic foreign borrowings have been taken into
the *-u-stem class, e.g., piob g.s. pioba ( < #-ous). In
Welsh and Cornish the former nominative plural *-u-stem
ending is now the commonest plural ending, e.g., We tad
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36

36

37

38

3s

80

81
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- tadau; Co tavas - tavosow (< *-oues).
4

Unbegaun -(quoted by Ekkert) illustrates the extent of
the problem when he points out that that there as many
lists of *-u-stems as there are scholars.

01d Prussian has a few neuter *-u-stems, e.g., meddo.
Lithuanian has a few feminine pluralia tantum, e.g.,

pelus. OIc hond and OI mucc are probably.-original

feminine *-u-stems.

Some Carinthian Slovenian dialects have forms such as
mow "homeward” etc. For further information see Hafner
and Prunc 1980: 148. ‘

It is possible that this form is related to uedoo, see
Kmietowicz 1976: 127.

Trubacev 1974 refers to his unfinished etymological
dictionary of CS, which at present (1982) has only

‘reached T VIII.

At a much earlier stage synu I probably belonged to this
group. .

The form *podu can p0551b1y also be assigned to thlS
group. L

Stang 1972: 19 doubts the equation dolu - foroo .

A form gadu is attested in the Rig- Veda, see Magﬁaon
1931: 54. o :

Bernstejn 1974: 253 quotes unfavourably Bulaxovskij's
(1936) theory that the frequency of the forms medu and
solodu could have contributed to the spread of the
*-u-stem endlngs .

Schmalstieg 1980: 167-8, following Li 1976, points out.
that in certain languages (e.g., Lisu) it is often
ambiguous which is the agent and which is the patlent
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1 use morphological here to mean "opposed to purely
phonological™, i.e., 1 do not restrict its meaning to,
e.g., "dependent on specific boundaries and/or
morphological boundaries." Elsewhere 1n the dissertation
the .term "analogical"” 1s used.

The OR paradigm 1s taken from Kiparsky 1967: 262, 264.

An alternative route of development, favoured 457
Schmalstieg 1976: 78, 1s as follows: *-o(alns > x-uns >
*-us > x-u > -y.

D'Alquen suggests that the evolution of accent in
Germanic was actually much more complicated than is
generally..supposed, and that the fixing of stress on the
first syllable is later than previously believed.

W.R. Schmalstieg (personal communication) has drawn my
attention to Lithuanian data which seem to lend support
to the traditional theory. He has drawn my attention to
such Lithuanian dialectal forms as baltuncus, which seem
to provide strong typological support for «the
traditional Slavic Auslautgesetze. Nevertheless, ‘I feel
that in this instance stress could be the reason for the
loss of the nasal in the final syllable: as far as I am
aware, there are no such forms where the nasal would
have been lost if the final syllable had borne the .,
stress. ‘

Some data from Romance lend support to the hypothesis -
that final nasal sonants are lost earlier than final
dental stops. An example from Romance shows the opposite
ordering from that of Greek. In Sardinian final Latin
"t" is still preserved, whereas all the final "m"'s have
been lost.

For examples of persistent‘sound change, see Chafe 1968.

htel

It is guite possible that the -t does not have to be
reconstructed in the aorist form. See, e.g., Schmalstieg
1975, Feinberg 1978. This would then be a case of *-6n >

-0,

Cf. Trubetzkoy's tbhermnt; see Ferrell 1965: 106.
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Ferrell 1965: 302 agrees that #-jo > *-jé must have been
earlier than *-¢6 > *x-u.

The use of the term Balto-Slavic unity in this context
does not imply that I reconstruct such a situation

distinct from IE unity.

” n

In Old Irish a final syllable with initial "j" was
preserved (e.g. quide < *-jos), whereas the same without
"j" would have been lost (e.g.fer < #x-os).

[\
It seems that we can subdivide fricatives: according to
Ruhlen loc.cit. nasal sonants are lost before "x", and
then before "s". This is possibly connected with
homorganicity: "s" and "n" form a homorganic cluster and
it 1s possible that this would help to preserve *-Ns-
clusters longer than #-Nx- clusters during a period of
loss of nasal sonants. One can find good examples of

this sequence in the history of the Germanic languages.

For word-final nasal sonants to be lost at a different
time from other types of nasal sonants is, admittedly, a
type of Auslautgesetz.

. N
The history of the denasalisation of certain nasal
vowels is actually attested in Polish. See Stieber 1973:
11, 32, 39-42, 79-82, 92-95, 104-105, 129-130. The
Polish,evidence does not provide much support for the
traditional Auslautgesetze. Firstly; Polish has a fixed
stress, thus differentiating it typologically from CS.
Secondly, different types of nasal vowels are involved
in the Polish developments: the original front nasal
vowel tends to denasalise in final position (and in
other positions in the word), whereas the original back
nasal has mainly preserved its original nasal quality.

For a comprehensive treatment of analogy, including a
discussion of various theories, see Anttila 1977.

E.g., Japanese has no number marking in nouns, but
distinguishes case through @pstposed particles, e.g.,
hebi ga, hebi o, gebi ni etws,

These remarks apply only to nominal gender Hless
otherwise stated.

&

L
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. . A . .
This 1s not proposed as a llngu1stﬁc universal - 1n
Semitic the second person pronoun shows gender
distinction, e.g., Akkadian 'atta m. ‘'atti f.

In the dual and plural of the personal pronouns
Slovenian also distinguishes masculipe and feminine,
e.g., mi - "we"(m.); mé - "we"(f.). At first sight it
may seem that a contradiction is involved here: it is
proposed that number was morphologica%ly unimportant 1n
PIE (see I B 2 and note 17), whereas for later IE it is
proposed that number assumed paramounti importance. I
suggest that the best method of handling this apparent
contradiction 1s to suggest that PIE ptobably resembled
Japanese (see note 59) in its lack of morphological
number, and that the evolution of morphblogical number
is a later development. I would furtherisuggest that
such a shift would be similar in scope the-
ergat1ve/absolut1ve to-nominative/accusative shift
discussed in I B.

Slobin's Universal 16.1 (1978) states the\
Ruke-Dravipa 1959: 214. \
\

pposite of

Possibly the preservation of the neuter in tgese
languages is connected with the maintenance of a
distinctive neuter ending in the pronoun and\aﬁject1ves,
e.g., Ger es, Gk 7o, R 10, Icelandic pad. ' A

A\

T.M.S. Priestly (personal communication) has informed me
that Georgilev's proposal is contradicted by developments
in the Sele Fara dial®ct of Slovenian. «

In the Latin developments not only "o" is affected,
e.g., aurifex < sauri+fak+s, fecit < sfeced, dominus <
dominos. In other forms the the change can go the other

way: the sequence s*-uu-develops to #*-uo- in Classical

Latin.
This 1is accompanled by changes cond1t10ned by a

following consonant,

e.g., %0 > su/ - 1,m,n,r, + C

stultus < stoltus (stolldus).

Forms such as praecox, attested in Horace, arose
after these changes had ceased to operate. ‘

Schmalstieg 1976: 70 seems to be keeping his options
open here.
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See note 52 above,.
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Ferrell 1965: 106 describes the *-s-stems as "an

~unproductive and dying class", and yet there is a fair

amount of evidence (see Bernstejn 1974: 162-3) to shpw
that the *-s-stems did go through bursts of
productivity. .

i ‘
The 01d Irish evidence is ambiguous here, see Thurneysen
1946: 187-8. '

See Schmalstieg 1965, 1968a, 1976, etc.

Thesé&have found little favour, cf. Van Campen 1966:
58-64. ‘ g

/

Often consonants 1in final position do not undergo the
same.changes in monosyllables as they do in
polysyllables, e.g., OE pzt < IE *tod; the)final dental
stop would have been lost 1f the word contained more
than one syllable. :

Baltic has separate reflexes for PIE #*a and #0. Prinz
1977 proposes that Slavic did also.

Schmalstieg's own reconstruction system is used here.
See- Jacobsgon 1974 and Shevelov 1964: 90-91.

As far as I am aware the effects of the lossﬁgg é%nal
*-s on the morphological system of CS have not been
studied, although they have caused serious disruption in
both nominal and verpal systems (see II D 3).

For a cauaﬁﬁhaernote, see Hamm 1966 loc. cit., quoted
in II A.

Sanskrit actually does have *-an as a possible reflex of
*-ans. '

See‘nbte 45 above,
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' See also Schelesniker 1976.

82 E.g., Schelesniker 1964, Ferrell 1965a, Georgiev 1969,
Feinberg 1978

@

83  gSee note 72 above..

8% In Polish *-é would have been indistinguishable from *-e
in word-final position at the stage of the evolution of
Slavic for when this development is proposed. The term
*-e3 1s taken from its use in the Cyrillic. In Russian
*-e3 was probably chosen as "the nearest non-nasal
phoneme” to the original front nasal because of the
closeness im pronunciation of "ja" (< #x-¢) and *-é.

8% See Thurneysen 1946: 181 for discussion, and also
Kortlandt 1979: 290-1.

e Quoted by Schmalstieg 1980: 72.

87 Also the s-a-stem ending in mensarum and the #*-e-stem
ending in rerum; cf. Skt asvanam etc.

8% It should be born in mind that oppositions ween nasal
sonants in syllable final position were
phonemic in Early CS.

-4

®% In Celtic and Italic this particle is attested in the
genitive singular of the 3-0-stems.

% The ending *-osjo is attested in Greek and Indo-Iranian,

e.g., Gk (Homeric) yaufporo, Skt asvasya.

«*»@s a cautionary note it should be pointed out that the

5

ﬂﬁéwsyeek form has dative meaning, whereas the OCS form has
Z:Tocative meanlng

*? Modern Russian has here -t < #t0 of uncertain origin.

/

’y Szemerényi 1970b: 159-164 offers a falrly strong case
for denying forms in #-en to IE, but he ignores the
Indo-Iranian forms presented in support of this

AN
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hYpothesis and his explanation of *kore as being
influenced by seme is admittedly possible, but unlikely
for various reasons. ,

E.g. OIc hamarr - "rock", Eng hammer; Skt asma - as$manah
asmarah - "stony". '

A form such as *kame has never been attested; it is
included here for balance.

The equation Lith vandud - OCS voda possibly offers
another example of this.

Examples parallel to OPr kermens - "body". @&

‘Lat civis m BUT navis f
Go gasts m BUR ansts f
o1 - cnaim m BUR suil £

Skt dhvanih m BUT rajir f -

100

1612

103

104

¢

For an interesting hypothesis’oh@&he origin of the *-nt-
formant, pushing it back beyond IE, see Schmalstieg

1980: 76. . : p
&

! £

With certain forms ending in -a, see Ferrell k%?].

¢
Ny o

The classification is Leskien's 1969: 121-2.

Schmalstieg 1976: 142-4 gives numerous gxamples of the
possible ‘morphological remodelling in these forms.

<

Masculine accusative singular nominal forms such as-écs
berosti etc. are not“analogous. The "j" reconstructed in
these forms is not pronominal. - : ‘

a

See diels“1932: 232-4 for some examples of the neuter
pr.p.a. n.s.. ' '
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106

107

108

109

264

E.g., in Russian there is one plural adjective
declension for all genders whereas 1n the noun
declension endings vary in the plural from gemder to

gender.

Numerous forms of this class are attested with
-e-throughout, e.g., bore - poborestaago.

There is often a close connection between the third
person plural and the pr.p.a., see Schmalstieg 1980:
107. '

Verbs of classes I, 11, and 111 all have *-e/o- as the
theme vowel except in the first singular and third
plural, and perhaps this helped the *-o in the thlrd
person to survive.

Both these reconstructed diphthongs would have developed
to *-1. '

Hirt and Mikkola are both quoted from Mathiassen 1971.

‘ . . A
Indeed, 1n Russian several meanings of these forms can
be classified as optative rather than imperative, e.g.,

XOoThb yOeHM, He ckaay - "even if you kill (me),uI‘shall

not tell.” -
0l1d Icelandic is cited here for Germanic because Gothic
has lost the IE root *mater.

i

"In the light of this discussion, it is intéresting to

note that the *-bh-forms also have a variety of vowels
in their endings.

For a discussion of the OPr ending *-mans see Stang

- 1966: 185.

This form 1n Sanskrit can also have third person
meaning.
' 3 S\

Possibly this is an instance of "local marking". It is
probable that for nouns denotlng a location, or for
place-names, the locative is unmarked. See Tiersma 1982.
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t28

126

127

128

129
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This 1s possibly an instance of abductive change,
discussed in Andersen 1973.

The neuters tend to use the old *-0-stem endings to a
much greater extent than the masculines do.

For the history of the loss of declension in Bulgarian
and Macedonian, see Koneski 1965: 130-42 and Mircev
1965.

For further information see Graudina et al. eds. 1968:‘
121-5, 134 -7; Krysin ed. 1974: 165-79.

See, e.g., MedusSevskyj and Zjatkovska 1963: 41-2.

It 1s interesting in this context that proper names in
Greek frequently are accompanied by the definite
article, e.g., 6 LogokAno.

In certain instances accentuation can be used to
differentiate the two case endings, e.g., n.s. glava -

d.s. glavi - 1l.s. glavi.

E.g. the Kraski dijalekti, see Ramovs 1952: 54.

For an explanation of the length, see Travnicek 1935:
297 fn. 0

hY

It can be used for personification, see Mares 1968: 38.

The evolution of the paradigm of R koHb is a good

example of this trend, see Kiparsky 1967: 50.

Lomonosov was prominent in this effort; 'see Kiparsky
1967: 93. |

This is possibly an example of Kurylowicz's principle
that a bipartite morpheme tends to replace a single one.

There are alternative forms for this paradigm; see
Lencek 1982:. 200. )



'*' This ~a is the probably the same -a which appears in

forms such as ropoga, Oepera.

'*? Only the *-u-stem endings accepted as such by the

scholarly consensus are treated here, and not the ones
proposed in Il B, II C, and II D of this dissertation.

23 The term "sub-gender™ 1s taken from Stankiewic: 1968 .
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