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Prof. Pantelemon KOVALIV, Ph. D.

SYSTEMS OF PHONEMES
IN SLAVIC LANGUAGES

INTRODUCTION *

Every language has its own characteristic system of pho-
nemes, developed historically in conformity with the laws
of sound evolution in each language. All Slavic languages
have their individual systems of phonemes which have been
developed after the disintegration of the Slavic unity, and
perhaps, in some instances, had their initial stages on the
common Slavic ground. Thus, for instance,the Polish lan-
guage 1is characterized by a special system of vowel phone-
mes which includes the nasal phonemes ¢ and g ', the Russi-
an, the Belorussian, as well as the Polish languages by the
presens of the phoneme i and y, and the Ukrainianlanguage by
the presense of phoneme i (< o, e) which is not found in any
other Slavic language. Though the Slavic languages have kept
many common features of Proto-Slavic, both in the system of
vowel and consonant phonemes, each has gone through indivi-
dual phonetic processes which have been reflected inthe for-
mation of their systems of phonemes. Even such closely rela-
ted languages as Ukrainian, Russian, and Belorussian have in
the course of history developed their separate phonetic sys-
tems.

Some of these features unite Slavic languages into sepa-
rate groups; for instance, the hardness and softness conso-
nants as discussed by Mikhaluk 2. Because of the lesser de-
gree of softness in consonants, MikhalSuk groups Ukrainian
with Czech end Slovak, placing them inthe center between Rus-
sian, BRelorussian, and Polish on one side and Bulgarian, Ser-
bian, Croatian, and Slovene on other 2

* T wish to thank here Mr. E. Slavingky for his assistance in
the editing of the Fnglish language.

Some oontemporary phonologists acoept the nosal 3 as a separate
phoneme but do not oonsider the ¢ in Polish as a_separate phonems, be-
lieving it to be a veriant of em, en. See S. K. Saumjan, Sistema glas-
nykh fonem polskogo literaturnogo jasyka. USenye sapiski Instituta ja-
sykosnen ja AN SSSR, Vol. 3, 1951, p. 402.

$ K, MyshalSuk, K voprosu ob otverdenii soglasnyilr v malorusskom.
USenve sapiski Kasanskogc universitets, 1803, Decesber, pp. 24-30.
Thie ie oocnfirmed though physiological data by 0. Brooh, OSerki
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SYSTEMS OF VOWEL PHONEMES

1. The Proto-Slavic system of vowel phonemes is established
by somparative-historical study of the Slavic languages. In
this way science has established that in the Froto-Slavic pe-
riod the system of vowel phonemes consisted of these 11 pho-
nemes: o, 0, u, @, Y, e, & i, ¢ », b. The question arises
whether all these phonemes were transferred into the area of
the separate Slavic languages. To this historians of langua-
ge predominant]ly answer in the affirmative, by carrying over
wholly the Proto-Slavic system of phonemes into the pericd
of the Slavic languages, especially in the East Slavic area !.
This is what I. Kovalyk writes in his article "Istorija sys-
temy holosnykh fonem v staroruskij i ukrajinékij movakh"
(Pytannja ukrajinskoho movoznavstva, kn. I, Ivivékyj derfav-
nyj universytet, 1959): "Na osnovi analizu movnykh materia-
liv starorukykh pamjatok XI-XIII st., na osnovi staroslo-
vjandkykh pamjatok (&$ljakhom porivnjannja) ta na osnovi za-
pysiv staroskhiddoslovjanékykh movnykh elementiv u vizantijé-
kykh, arabskykh, i in¥ykh pamjatkakh prykhodymo do vysnovku,
§¢o v staroruskij movnij systemi v IX-X st. bulo 11 holos-
nykh fonem: a, o, oy, %, », e, u, », v, a, &."

As we see, the Proto-Slavic system of vowel phonemes,
shown to exist in Old Slavic monuments is carried over me-
chanically intc the Old East Slavic area. In the same degree

fisiologii slavjanskoj reSi. Enoiklopedijs slavjanskoj filologii, No.
8, St. Petersburg, 1910. Brooh writes: "PSti vo vsekh soglasnykh ve-
likorusskoj redi Seredujutsja ottenki "tverdye" i "mjagkie®, otmeden-
nye ns piéme, kak isvestna, ne v samom snake soglasnogo, no, prjamo
111 kosvenna, posredstvom sledujuldego snaka (p. 51). Sistema Seredo-
vanija “tverdykh® goglasnykh ottenkov s "mjagkimi® prinadlesit takie
malorussko] redi, khotjs, kak izvestno, pri uslovijakh neskolko imme-
nennykh lravnitoﬁlooo svojstvennymi velikorusskoj reSi® (p. §4)_. Broch
writes even more distinoctly about Csech: "BolEinstvo nynelni‘_ cesskikh
soglasnykh predstavljaet, takim obrasom, principiaIno 1i odin obEi)
vid 1 ottenok. S ki sgrenija bolkinstva soglasnykh dake neumestno
lsovalsja vyrakenies “tverdyj” i "mjagkij”, oni ni to, ni drugos”
p. 63). About Slovak Brooh notes: "Vejakaja raznica meldu "mjagkimi
1 "tverdymi" soglasnymi ottenkami vpolne izgladilad...boX¥instvo sog-
lasnykh mo#no okharakterisovat..."tverdye" (p. 66). The same is said
sbout Serbian and Croatian: “Ob aYternacii tverdykh soglasnykb otten-
kov s mjagkimi, vrode sistemy, svojstvenno) russkoj redi, v serbo-
ohorvatskom jasyke i reSi net" (pp. 68-69). Even in the East-Bulgarian
disleot whioh is close to Russian, the grade of palatalization is “po-
vidimosu &Sasto nile velikorusskoj® (72). See also P. Kovaliv, Osno-
vy formuvannja ukrajinékoji movy v porivnjanni g inbymy skhidfoslovjan-
Skyey movamy.Zapysky NTS, Vol. 168, New York, 1959, pp. 122-134.

1 Cf. P. Qernykh, Istorid. gram. 74; O. Bespalko and others, Isto-
ryS. hrea., 75; F. Medvedjev, IstoryS. hram., 78; T. Lomtev, Grammatika
belorusskogo jasyka, 31; V. Ivanov, Kratkij oberk, 16.
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we can speak of the other Slavic languages. Rut from this
point of view of the historical development of the Slavic
vowel phonemes, it is clear that we cannot say with certain-
ty what system of vowel phonemes lay basically at the begin-
ning of the separate life of each Slavic language, when that
Slavic language ceased to be a dialect of Proto-Slavic. We
have already seen that such unique phonemes as ¢, g P b,
very early lost their original phonemic significance, altho-
ugh in writing, in the monuments they by tradition kept it
for quite a long while. No Slavic language gives us concrete
facts to prove the further preservation of the Proto-Slavic
gystem of vowel phonemes. Theoretically it cannot be assumed
that, e. g. phenomena as the loss of the nasal phonemes and
of the reduced phonemes occurred in a parallel way in the
area of the different Slavic languages, even with the view
that these phenomena are the result of the working of one
law natural to the one (Proto-Slavic)linguistic system.The
law of closed syllables, which began to operate as a result
of the loss of the weak reduced vowel phonemes appeared in
place of the law of open syllables already in the Proto-Sla-
vic linguistic system and caused a series of sound processes
which developed further in the field of the separate Slavic
languages in accordance with their own laws.

This gives us the basis for assuming that the Froto-Sla-
vic system of vowel phonemes was destroyed still in the Proto-
Slavic period, even before the disintegration of Slavic uni-
ty, and when each Slavic language began its own development,
having at its base another, different system of vowel phone-
mes peculiar to itself. We can assume that in these systems
there were already, except in certain languages, no nasal or
reduced phonemes.

Iater these systems of vowel phonemes in the Slavic lan-
guagec “eveloped in accordance with the laws of each language
and the corresponding phonetic conditions which caused a whole series of
changes which we have had the opportunity to review in the
linguistic literature. As a result of all these changes - the
fusion of old phonemes and the appearance of new - each Sla-
vic language created its own separate and natural system of
vowel phonemes.

2. In the modern Ukrainian language there has been
established wholly a six-member system of vowel phonemes:
a, 0, ¥, e, u, i . The five other (q, qﬁ &, ®, ») which
Proto-Slavic knew did not find room in the Ukrainian system

1 In the dialects, espeoially the north Ukrainian, the system of
vowsl phonemes differs from the system of vowel phonemes in the lite-
rary language by the greater number of phonemes: besiiza o, 0, ¥,
u, i in the northern dialects there are the so-ocallud diphthongs of
sounds, of whioh one is basio and syllabio and other serves as a oolo-
ring of the first. See P. Zylko, Hovory ukrajinékoji movy, 19-20.

Some of the Ukrainian scholars goo (1)!: ;::J ut:’lj'l?s p;:ncm:
another number of vowel phonemes. Thus O. avs a
Warexsespulghy Miteraturno] ukrajindkoji movy. Neukovi sapysky Khar-
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of phonemee: they either merged with other phonemes (@ >,
§>d, &>i, »>0, b >e in a strong position) or completely
disappeared as separate phonemes (v, » in a weak position).
Of these six basic phonemes, the phonemes a, o, y, e etymo-
logically are preserved from Proto-Slavic times with the so-
le difference that in their development they have undergone
various phonetic processes; they have partiy changed into o-

ther phonemes or they have been amplified through fusion
with them of other phonemes; also these processes took place
in different periods of history and prehistory of the deve-
lopment of these phonemes for which we cannot establish the
precise date., The two other phonemes u and i have
their own history of arising. The phoneme u , as we know,
was formed as the result of the fusion of the two Pr.-Sl.
phonemes y and i in a middle u , Thus the Ukrainian etymo-
logical phoneme u  greatly widened its functions at the
expense of two phonemes, causing the loss of the softness
of the preceding consonants which in Proto-Siavic had this
softness.

The phoneme i, which etymologically is not connected with
Pr.-Sl. i, arose from o, ¢ in new closed syllables as a re-
sult of the 1loss of the old reduced », » and also from &.
This phoneme is a special feature in Ukrainian wich no other
Slavic language has ‘. Only inespecial cases has the phoneme
i widened at the expense of the i which developed in Ukrai-
nian in place of the etymological i(y) as a result of the
working of the morphological law of analogy or in words of
foreign origin,

3. In Russian there is no standard agreement as to
the number of vowel phonemes. There is a difference in the
views whether to consider # a separate phoneme or not. In
this connection some slavists caunt in Russian 6 phonemes and
others 5. It is a very characteristic fact that in two uni-
versity textbooks published in Moscow in the same year 1958,
A. N. Gvozdev (Sovremennyj russkij literaturnyj jazyk, I, p.
12) and Je. M. Galkina-Fedoruk and others (Sovremennyj rus-
skij jazyk, 137) give a different number of phonemes: Gvoz-
dev - 6 and Galkina-Fedoruk and others - 5. This is explai-
ned by the fact that Galkina-Fedoruk along with her collea-
gues does not recognize # as a separate phoneme on the ground
that the nature of vowel phonemes, in her opinion, is marked
by their strong position, i. e. under the accent at the be-
ginning of a word before a hard consonant: ax, ad, ex, yx,

kivékoji naukovo-doslidboj1 katedry movosnavstva, 1929, Vol. II) counts
12 vowel phonemes: 8 acoented and 6 unacoented. O. Kurylo (Do ponjat-
tja fonemy. Pdirnyk sekoiji hramatyky ukrajinékoji movy, Iviv, 1931,
No. 1) oounts 11 vowel phonemes: & acoented and 5 unaccented. Kurylo
doss not oonsider unaccented ¢ a separate phoneme, for e, in her opi-
nion, merges with u and forms one phoneme with it. See the criticism
of V. SimovyS (Zapysky NTS, 1937, Vol, 155 and Slavia, 1937, R. XIV,

Soe 0. Synjavékyj, Z verkhovyn movoji literaturnoji ukrajindkoji



ux. And because » is not used at the begihning of a word, the
result is that it is not a saparate phoneme but only a vari-
ant of the phoneme u. Because of this she counts 5 phonemes '.
A. Gvozdev recognizes % as a separate phoneme and so he co-
unts 6 phonemes.

On the "other hand there is a difference in the views of
»: some regard this sound as a separate phoneme, others do
not, including in the system of the vowel phonemesof Russian
only the sound e. A. Gvozdev (Op. cit., 11) indentifies e
and g, putting the latter in brackets. R. Avanesov (O8erki rus-
skoj dialektologii, 4) considers only e as a phoneme. In the
academic grammar (Grammatika russkogo jazyka, t. I, AN SSSR,
Moskva, 1952, p. 52; 1960, p. 49) considers only 3 a separa-
te phoneme #. This once again confirms the fact that in Rus-
sian linguistics there are not the methodologically correct
ways to settle the question of the system of vowel phonemes.

We expressed (Slovjanski fonemy, § 118) our views on u and
as two separate phonemes in Russian, we also stated (§75) that
e (as iotacized) actually is not a separate phoneme. Only »
is such a separate phoneme. Taking all this into considera-
tion we believe that this is the only methodologically cor-
rect way for definite decision of the scientifically true
system of vowel phonemes. This system is composed of 6 pho-
nemes: a, 0, Yy, 3, u, ». This system has been accepted in
the above mentioned academic grammar 3.

This system differs from the Ukrainian system. The first
three are preserved etymologically from the past in Russian.
The phoneme s, which etymologically corresponds to the Ukra-
inian phoneme e, in Russian is very limited in its functions
through the spreading in it of iotacism, which caused the
palatalization of consonants before iotacized e(js), which
is represented by the letter e¢ just as in Ukrainian iotaci-
zed e(je) is represented specifically by the letter e. In
this feature the two languages sharply differ from each o-
ther: in Ukrainian there is a depalatalization of the conso-
nants before e, while in Russian in the same position there
is apalatalization of the consonants. This is one of the de-
finite features that separate the two languages.

The phoneme u in Russian etymologically goes back to the
Pr.-Sl. phoneme i and corresponds to Ukrainian u. Likewi-

se ® corresponds to the Ukrainian u , in which the two
Pr.-Sl. phonemes i and y merged. Thus Russian phoneme u and
the Ukrainian phoneme i are phonemes of a different origin,

movy, Juvilejny] zbirnyk na poSanu akad. Mykhajla HruSevakoho. UAN,No.
768. U Kyjevi, 1928, pp. 207, 208.

1 Cf. R. Avanesov, Fonetika russkogo literaturnogo jazyka, 88.

2 See also N. Kondrasdv, Slavjanskie jazyki, 85.

3 In the Russian dialekts beside these phonemes, there are two ot-
hers: 1) 8 closed, which is pronounced as is; it replaces the old &:
obno, 0840; 2) d closed, which is pronounced as ud: %d#, t4yddxo, ce-
0. See R. Avanesov, Oerki russkoj dialektologii, 44-45.



although 1n pronunciation they are very close together.Cf
Rus. meopums, Ukr. meopimv (where i< 3).

4. In Belorussian the system of vowel phonemes is clo-
se to the system of vowels in Russian., Here there is also a
six-member system of phonemes: a, o, y, s, u, %. Of these
the phoneme u corresponds to the etymological i. The phoneme
e, as in Russian, is not a separate phoneme: 1t replaces io-
tacized #(j#) and is used for softening the preceding oonso-
nanta, Cf.: pwxi, uec, dsewnv,!

5. In Bulgarian there are ocounted 6 vowel phonemes:
8,004 6 u, » (K. Mrbev, Istori’. gram., 65) . Some
scholars of Bulgarian as, e. g. R. Fkblom says that in mo-
dern Bulgarian there are 15 vowel phonemes. Ja. Rozwadowski
oounts 8 phonemea. In the opinion of Mirdev, these scholars
make the mistake of considering shades (variants) of phone-
mes as separate phonemes. Modern Bulgarian has no long and
short phonemes. Put on the bagis of the data in oid Bulgari-
an monuments Kalina %, the historian of the Pulgarian lan-
guage, assumes that formerly in Bulgarian there were long
and short vowel phonemes as they now exist in the other South
Slavic languages .

The phonemes a, o, y, 1n Bulgarian go back etymologically
to the corresponding Proto-Slavic phonemes. The phoneme e
partly goes back to etymological Pr.-Sl. e, partly (in the
western dialects) comes from & and from the nasal phoneme g
ano from the reduced ® (see Slov, fonemy, §84). The phoneme wu,
as in Ukrainian, is a fusion of the etymological Pr.-Sl. i
and y and in pronunciation resembles the pronunciation of
the Ukrainian phoneme u, with the exception of a few ca-
ses with a soft pronunciation. A special feature in the sys-
tem of Bulgarian phonemes, which occurs in no other Slavic
languages, is "the broad use of the phoneme +" (L. An-
drej¥in and others. Op. cit. 110). This phoneme oeside the
basic, etymological origin (<%, ») has spread in Bulga-
rian as a result of phonetic changes of some other phone-
mes (e. g. from @) and of secondary origin. E. g.: c, epc-
manue, cvoda, etc. In general, as we have seen, the system
of Bulgarian vowel phonemes has survived very complicated
sound processes and holds a special place among the vowel
phonemes of the other Slavic languages.

6. Of the other Slavic languages only Slovene,Serbi-
an, Croatian, Czech and Slovak keep long and short vowel
phonemes ¢. Especiallv Slovene counts 10 vnwel phonemes. of

1 See N. Komdradov, Slavjenskie jasyki, 111. Cf. Ja. Stankevil,
Padrelaik kryviokss (Bslaruskes) movy, Part I-III. Regensburg, 1947,
prge 2,

2 Of. aleo L. Andreidin and others, Srvremenen belgarski ezik, 109;

N Kondralov, Slavjanskie jasyki, 179. See F. Kosohmieder in Die Welt
decr Slaven®, 1, 1958, pp. 345-349.

3 A. Kalina, Studyja nad historyja §qzyka buidarskiego, Krakdw,
1891, p. 128.

‘ Besides the preservation of the old long vowel phonemes, these



which 5 are short (¥, &, 4, & Y)and 5 long \a, 6, 4, 6, f).
Long phonemes in Slovene are preserved only under the accent.

The phoneme a in Slovene reaches directly to the etymolo-
gical Pr.-Sl. a but in some dialects (western) the a which
oomes from the former reduced vowels is broadened. The pho-
neme o ocomes from original o and q.

dTne phoneme e also comes from original e and from ¢, &, »
and o,

The phoneme u is a reflex of Pr.-Sl. u and 0 (chiefly in
the western and northwestern dialects).

The phoneme i, as in some other Slavic languages, forms a
fusion of the old phonemes i and y.!

7. In Serbian and Croatian there are also counted 10 pho-
nemes, and of these 5 are short (4, 8, 4, & 1) and 5 long
(3, 9, @, @ T). Some scholars, not taking into acount length
and shortness, count only 5 phonemes . P. Ivi& in an artic-
le "Osnovnye puti razvitija serbokhorvatskogo vocalizma"
(Voprosy jazykoznanija, no. 1, Moscow, 1958, p. 15)says that
the basic part of the Serbian and Croatian dialects showed
unusual conservatism. He claims that there have been no new
changes since the vowel phonemes found in Proto-Slavic g, g,
v, & », », changed 3,

The phoneme a in Serbian and Croatian has the widest fun-
ction: besides original a, there is the broadened a which
developed from the reduced », » and from o in the forms ra,
la (<or, ol).

The phoneme o also broadened at the expense of secondarv
o ()< 1) in the middle and at the end of a word (xpuoye, nu-
€ao).

The phoneme u spread as a result of the loss of the nasal
phoneme g and the vocalization of the consonantal phon. 1 *.

The phoneme e spread at the expense of the loss of tne
nasal vowel ¢ and the reflexation of the phonem &.

Slavic languages preserve long vowel phonemes shich arose later.E.g.the
lengthening of o in the nom. sing. in closed syllables as a resultof the
1oes of the reduced %, 5. In Serbian o was lengthened only under the old
aooent: ¢o:1, gen. 6‘“, but: xom, gen. xomd. Besides this in Serbian
and Slovene e is lengthened in the same conditions as o: Serb. (and
Bakav.) 430, a80a; Slovene l8d, ledi. Besides the so-called prolonga-
tion led to the lengthening of vowel phonemes, e. g. in Serb. and Cro-
at. dialects pas (< pojas); of. Serb. nojac. See A. Meillet, ObBbesla-
vjanskij jazyk, 85-87.

! So, 1h{le t'omrly every vowel could be long or short, it later de-
veloped that all vowels could be long and short, as we see in these
Slavic languages.

1 1, Florinskij, lekcii, I, 408-409.

3 Of, T. Maretié, Gramatika i stilistiks hrvatskoga ili srpskogs
knilevnog jezika, Zagreb, 1931, p. 1; N. Koadradov, Slavjanskie jasy-
ki, 1561.

’ 3P, Tvi¥ oounts as vowel phonemes the so-called "syllable-farwing”
r, }. Cf. also Z. G. Rozova, Znubenie serbskogo jaryka pri isubenii
istoritesko] grammatiki, VSJa, kn. IV, 1955.

+ 9ee T. Florinakil, Lekoif, I. 244-245



nd'l‘he phoneme { represents a fusion of the old phonemes {
a y.

8. In Czech ‘there are counted 10 vowel phonemes,of
which 5 are short (o, 0, u, 6, i) and 51ong (4, 6, 4, & f) 1.
Besides this Czech has also the diphthong du. Z. Stieber
maintains that the difference between long and short vowel
phonemes "jest w czeskiem jezyku fonologiczna" *. This means
that the length and shortness of vowel phonemes serves to
differentiate the meaning of words and their forms. E. g.:
vada "fault®, and vdda "quarrel®™, dréha "road", and drahé
"dear”, etc. °.

This system of vowel phonemes developed in Czech from tne
more complicated 0ld Czech system *. Especially the phoneme
o %oes back to the original Pr.-Sl. d and from the later na-
sal 4.

The phoneme o goes back to original o.

The phoneme u comes from Pr.-Sl. u and @, and the phoneme
4 long comes from Pr.-Sl. T and G and is denoted by the let-
ter i.

The phoneme e in Czech represents a fusion of old e and &
(now & has only a graphical significance and is used to mark
the softness of the preceding consonant). Besides, the pho-
neme e represents the reflex of the Pr.-Sl. reduced o, ».

The phoneme i developed as a result of the fusion in one
phoneme of the two old phonemes .i and y 5. Besides in thedi-
alects (Moravian and Ljas.) i (in long syllablea f) comes< &
(h¥fch < hFiech).

The phoneme Ju comes from L (vous, Old-Czech uls) s,

9. In Slovak there are counted 10 vowel phonemes of
which 5 are short (a, o, u, o, i) and 5 long (4, 6, &, §,
f) 7. Cf.: pas "passport" and pds "belt" . Ja. Stanislav
(Geskosl. ml., 227) assutes that the Pr.-Sl. 11-member system of vo-
wel phonemes was kept also in Slovak till the Xth cent. In

1 Some soholars (J. Gebauer, Hist. ml., 88) count ia Cmsoh 18 vo-
wel phonemes, considering as a separate phoneme y (long and short) and
& (long). So there are 6 short and 7 long phonemes. Cf. N. Kondraliov,
Slavjanskie jazyki, 133. It seems to us that there is mo reasona toocon-
sider y in Czech as a separate phonems, which merged with { in one
phoneme, as in many other Slavic languages. In the same way there is
no reason to consider as a separate phoneme long 4 (kruSkovanf), which
actually merged with the original long & (Sarkovand) and has only a
graphic significance, corresponding in other Slavic languages ( e. g.
Russian) to the phoneme o (of.: diw - dow, adj - mofl). See V. Mathesi-
\Im, La structure phonologique du lexique du tohdque modern. TCH,

, 1929.

2 See T. Lehr-Splawirski, Z. Stieber, Gram. hist., 37-38.

3 N. Kondradov, Slavjanskie jazyki, 134.

+Cf. F. TrhvnlBek, Hist. ml., 70.

5 9se T. Lehr-Splawihski, Z. Stieber, Gram. hist., 83-64.

6 A. Mazon, Grammaire de la language tchdque, Paris, 1952, p. 14, 19.

7 A. SelidSev to this number adds also &, a typical sound for the
central Slovak dialects, although it is not found in all places. It
enters the sound system of the literary language but only in a short
Byllable: pat, mdso, ¥riebd. We do not think that 3 in Slovek vo-alism
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the middle of the Xth cent., in his opinion, there disappea-
red the reduced phonemes in a weak position and changed into
o, e (respr. a) in the strong. Then came the denasalization
of the nasals @ ¢ 1.e. qg>u g>d

The phoneme & merged with e.

The phoneme y still in the XIth cent. lost the significan-
ce of a separate phoneme, by fusing with the phoneme i.

So the system of vowel phonemes in Slovak passed through
almost the same processes of development. as the systemof vo-
wel phonemes in Czech !,

10. In Polish we count 8 vowel phonemes: a, 0, u, e, i,
v 9 ¢ (barwa, gtowa, pusty, Krakbw, cena, myé, piwo, wig-
2aé, migso) 2. The Proto-Slavic vowel phonemes a, o, u, y, 4
(< q), g as Lehr-Splawifski says, "przyszly do jezyka pols-
kiego w postaci zasadniczo nie zmienionej" °. Some changes
belong to later periods. Besides this, in Polish there were
kept the old phonemes i and e; the latter phoneme spread at
the expense of the reduced », » which merged in a single pho-
neme with e * and with &

The phoneme u comes from original u and o in new closed
syllables. See: P. Kovaliv, Slovjandki fonemy, § 132.

11. In Serbo-Lusatian we count & vowel phonemes: a, o,
u, e, i, y *. These phonemes passed through a series of com-
mon and a series of separate processes in Upper Lusatian and
Lower [usatian dialects.

The phoneme a beside its original reflex, esp. in Low.-Lus.
developed also from e(pds<pvsv) but in Up.-Lus. from g,

The phoneme o, beside its original reflex, in the Up.-Lus.
dialects in certain phonetic conditions developed from~ and e.

The phoneme u also in the progess of its development spread
especially by the fusion with it of the nasal phoneme q (Up.
-Lus. and Low.-Lus.).

The nhoneme e in Serbo-Lusatian also spread: beside its ba-
sic etymological e, it comes also from & (Up.-Lus. and Low.-
Lus.), » (Up.-Lus. before hard consonants and Iow.-Lus. in
all positions), g (Up.-Lus. before soft consonants and Low.
Lus. not under the accent) and also in certain conditions
from a.

should be a separate E:onene, even if it had no fotaciem; this @ can
be only a variant of the phoneme a. Cf. J. Stanislav, Iz istorii slo-
vackogo jazyka. VJa. No. 3, 1960, p- 74.

1 See J. Stanislav, Dejiny slovenského jazyka, 1, 2-e vyd., Brati-
slava, 1958. There is the material for some basic phenomena of Slovak
vocaliam,

2 W. Doroszewski, Fodstawy, 95.

2 §. Lehr-Splawifiski, Jezyk polski, BO.

# Saumjan in the above mentioned article expressed doubts as to the
existence in Polish of separate ¢ and y so reduced the number of pho-
nemes to 6. He has doubts also about a, o, e, u. See T, Benni, O-
pis fonetyczny. jqzyka polskiego. SP, II, 1923.

s For different variants see A. SelidSev, Slavjanskoe jazykozna-
nie, 1,226, See also L. E. Kalnyff, O niZnelufiokom vokalizme. Serbo-Iu¥io-
kij lingvistiSeskij sbornik, AN SSSR, 1963, pp. 23-46.
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The phoneases i and y as tn Polish, were preserved in Ser-
bo-Lusatian as two separate phonemes.

12. In Polabian, whioh no longer exists as a living lan-
guage, the writing of examples in a not well maintained Ger-

man transcription does not allow us with certainty to give
the creation of certain phonemes. we can roughly assume fo
Polabian this system of vowel phonemes: o, 0, u, ¢, i, @ §.
Besides there is an entire series of variants and diphthongs:
(A. Seli¥&ev, Slavjanskoe jazykoznanie, I, 423) '.

We can state that in Polabian as in Polish, in some pho-
negig conditions there were preserved the nasal phonemes ¢
and ¢.

The phoneme a, beside basic etymological a, forms a ref-
lex of the reduced », v (dazd, dan<dvny).

The phoneme o, beside the basic, in some phonetic condi-
tions (before hard consonants) comes from & (Zoto <lé&to).

The phoneme e¢ comes from the old & and ‘from & (not before
hard consonants) (bélet< bél-).

The phoneme i, beside etymological i, can be formed from
e before soft consonants 2.

In general we can say that in Polabian the differentiati-
on in the formation of vowel phonemes in a larger degree
than in Polish, depends upon the character of the following
consonants. The system of vowel phonemes in Polabian is not
definitely determined.

13. We can now draw some general conclusions as to the
systems of vowel phonemes in the Slavic languages.

a) The Proto-Slavic reduced vowels », ® in a weak positi-
on disappeared from all Slavic languages, and in a strong
position they were vocalized, 1. e. they merged with other
vowel phonemes: 1) », » merged in one phoneme: ¢ (Pol. and
Czech) and a (Serb., Croat.and Polab.); 2) » >0, »>e (Ukr.,
Rus., Belorus., north-west. Pulg., Slovene and Servo-Lus.);
3) »>%, v>e (north-east.Bulg.); 4) », »>v (Rupsk. dial.
Rulg., Slovene - short syllable); 5) »>a, » >e (Slovene -
long syllable) 3.

b) The Proto-Slavic nasal phonemes ¢, ¢ in the Slavic lan-
guages (except Pol., Polab. and dialects of Bulg. and Slove-
ne) merged with other vowel phonemes: 1) @>u, g>'a (Ukr.,
Rus., Belorus., Czech, Slovak and Serbo-lus.); 2) @ >u, ¢>e
(Serb. and Croat.); 3) q>0, ¢>e (Slovene); 3) @>%, ¢>e
(Pulg. ) Folish and Polabian and same Bulgarian and Slovene dialects ke-
ep the nasal phonemes but with changes.

¢c) The Proto-Slavic phonemes i and y in some Slavic lan-
guages merged in a single phoneme i (Ukr., Bulg., Slovene,
Serb., Croat., Czech, Slovak, Polab) and in others they
were kept as two independent phonemes (Rus., Belorus., Pol.,
and Serbo-Lus.).

t T. Lehr-Splawinski, Przyozynki do jezyka polskiega, 7-9.

% A. Selilbev, Slavianskoe jazykoznanie, I, 423, 425, 429.
3 R. Nahtigal, Slavjanskie jasykl, Mogpkow, 1963, pp. 145-146.
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d) The Proto-Slavic phoneme & in the Slavic languages lost
its significance as a separate phoneme by fusing as a fur-
ther reflexation with other vowel phonemes: 1) & >i (Ukr.);
2) ¢>e (Rus., Pelorus., Bulg., Slovene, Serb. and Croat.);
3) €>e¢ and i (Czech, Slovak and Serbo-Lus.); 4) &>’a and e
(Pol.); 5) €>% and e (Polab).

e) The other Proto-Slavic phonemes a, 0, u, e were kept
etymologically in all Slavic languages. Of these o, e in Uk-
rainian in new closed syllables changed into i, as a result
of which in Ukrainian there was formed a new phoneme i,
which 1n other Slavic languages has its corresponding diph-
thongal or monophthongal forms, which have been preserved
also in northern Ukrainian dialects.

f) Almost all the vowel phonemes in the Slavic languages
in their development have been enlarged by fusion with those
Proto-Slavic phonemes (¢, ¢, & », ») which now in the majo-
rity of the Slavic languages have not been preserved, and so
the number of vowel phonemes in the system of each Slavic
language is significantly smaller in comparison with the
Proto-Slavic system.

1) Thus with the phoneme o marged the phonemes: g (Ukr.,
Rus., Relorus., Czech, Slovak, Serbo-Ius.), ¢ (Pulg., Pol.)
and v, v (Slovene, Serb., Croat., Polab.).

2) With the phoneme o there merged the phonemes: » (Tlkr.,
Rus., PRelorus., PRulg., Slovak, Serbo-Lus.?, g (Slovene) and
é (Polab.). Only Serb., Croat., Czech and Pol. preserve the
basic etymological o.

3) With the phoneme u merged the phoneme q in some lan-
guages (Ukr., Rus., Belorus., Serb., Croat., Czech, Slovak,
Serbo-Lus.) and in others (Bulg., Slovene, Pol., Polab.) the-
re has been preserved only the original etymological w. In
Polish there is also o in the new closed syllables.

4) with the phoneme e merged the phonemes: » (Ukr.), ¢,
» (Rus., Belorus., Slovak, Serbo-Lus.), €, ¢ » (Bulg.s, &
&, m», v (Slovene), ¢, ¢ (Serb., Croat.), &, », v (Czech,
Pol.) and & (Polab.). )

5) The phoneme i comes from three sources: from o, e in
new closed syllables (Ukr.), from & (Ukr., Czech, Slovak,
Serbo-Tus.) and from etymological Pr.-Sl. i (Rus., Belorus.,
Pol.) with which merged the phoneme y (Ukr., Bulg., Slovene,
Serb., Czech, Croat., Slovak).

&) With the phoneme » which was formed as a result of the
fusion of » and » merged the phoneme q (Bulg.).

g) Of all the vowel phonemes only the nasal phonemes g, ¢
were not enlarged but on the contrary they merged with other
phonemes in all the Slavic languages, except Polish and Po-
labian, where they were preserved as separate nasal phonemes.

h) With their original etymological significance therewe-
re preserved in the different Slavic languages the phonemes:
o (Serb., Croat., Czech, Pol.), u (Bulg., Slovene, Pol., Fo-
lab.), i (Rus., Belorus., Fol.), y (Rus., Belorus., Fol.,Ser—
bo-Lus.) and q, ¢ (Fol., Polab.).
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THE SCHEME OF THE HISTORICAL- DEVELOPMENT OF THE VOWEL PHONEMES
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SYSTEMS OF CONSONANT PHONEMES

14. Tn the systems of consonantal phonemes in the Sla-
vic languages there occurred changes and transformations as
in the vowel systems; some disappeared, others appeared.Not a
single Slavic language has fully preserved all the Proto-
Slavic consonantal phonemes. The equilibrium between the
hard and soft consonants has been lost as a result of depa-
latalization and the transformation of soft phonemes into
hard phonemes. !

In the history of the consonantal phonemes the basic role
was played by the loss of the reduced », ». Thanks to this
process the category of hardness and softness in the conso-
nantal phonemes was deformed. The hardness and softness of
the consonantal phonemes have anindependent ptionemic impor-
tance only because the consonants, thanks to the loss of the
reduced », » are no longer connected with the quality of the
following vowel phoneme. The phonemic significance of the
soft phoneme was separated ?

These were the basic changes in the system of consonantal
phonemes. As a result of all these changes the number of co-
nsonantal phonemes increased, while the number of vowel phone-
mes was dimnished. But in the separate Slavic languages this num-
ber of consonantal phonemes developed unevenly, by producing
different systems of phonemes. Yet with all this at the ba-
sis of every Slavic language in one or another measure 1lies
the Proto-Slavic system of consonantal phonemes. Laterinthe
Slavic languages there appeared one other consonantal phoneme f.

15. At the end of the Proto-Slavic period there was for-
med a system of phonemes which consisted of 24 phonemes. Of
these 14 were hard: k, ¢, ch; b, p, m, v; d, t, s, 2; r, 1,
n,; 10 were soft: é, %, 8, 6,d¢, & F, U, R, j.

In the modern Ukrainian language there are 32 con-
sonantal phonemes, of which 22 are hard (x, 1, 7, x; 4, x, %,
ox; 4, ¢, 3, 08; 0, m b, 4, H; 6, n, x, 6, ¢)and 10 soft (4,
é, 4, 04; 8, h, b, 4, #, 4). In comparison with the Proto-
Slavic system of consonantal phonemes which counted 24 con-
sonantal Phonemes, there came these changes in Ukrainian:
1) the number of hard phonemes increased by the arising of
new (¢, Ox, 03, r) *and by depalatalization of the soft («,
x, w, Ox, §) *; 2) the number of soft phonemes increased by
the further development of the category of hardness and sof-
tness (0-8, m-%, c-6, 3-3) and at the same time their number
was reduced by the depalatalization (v, =, u, Oxz). The pho-

1 cf. 1. Sresnevskij, Mysli, 47.
2 Ses V. Tvanov, Kratkij oderk, 40, 117; P. Nahtigal, Slavjanekie
ki, Moskow, 1953, pp. 144-165.
Jma "I‘he phon;ne s 'is of later origin, for the old ¢> h,
¢ The phoneme i was depalatalized only in certain phonetic posi-
tion, i. e. before e, u: auye, Oisoauyul.
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neme y, after developing the category of hardness and soft-
ness, passed by the category of hardness into the hard pho-
nemes and under the category of eoftness wae left in the group
of bofts,, Thus the number of soft phonemes, after the corres-
ponding changes and transfers was left the same (10), as it
had been in Proto-Slavic.Under the categoryof hardness and
softness in the modern Ukrainian literary language are divi-
ded the phonemes: y-f}, c-&, 3-8, 03-05, 0-8, m-h, p-P, 2-i,
#-#%. The palatal phoneme j, usually has no hard mate., All
the other phonemes (x, 1, v, x, u, =, u, 0x, 6, n, X, 6, & )
do not have a soft companion !'.

15. The softness of the consonantal phonemes in  Ukrai-
nian is limited by certain phonetic conditions, i. e.: befo-
re ¢, uand i (<o) (See: Slovjandki fonemy, §§ 197, 252).
We will not stop here on the question of the depalatalizati-
on of cosonants before e, u. Besides, this is a completely
separate theme, to which a large scientific literature is
devoted.? We will stop briefly on the question of the qua-
lity of the consonants 0, m, 3, ¢, 4, n before i (<o0)in new
closed syllables.

In works on the history of the Ukrainian language and Uk-
rainian dialectology there 1s a general idea that the conso-
nants 0, m, 3, ¢, 4, n before a secondary i (<o) are softe-
ned only in the southeastern dialect; in the northern and
southwestern dialects they kept their hard pronunciation.

1 Cf, Ju. Serekh, Narys, 379. Our system of consonantal phonemes
basically differs from systems which some Ukrainian scholars, especial-
ly O. Synjaveky and O. Kurylo, have set up. Q. Synjavéky (Sproba gvu-
kovoji kharakterystyky literaturnoji ukrajinskoji movy. Naukovi zapys-
ky kharkivékoji naukovo-dosl1d&oji katedry movoznavstva, 1929, Vol. IT)
oounts 90 consonantal phonemes: 22 hard, 22 soft with the addition of
a soft Jj, or 45. This number he doubles, for he assumes the existence
in Ukrainian of short and long phonemes. So, in all - 90 phonemes. This
great number of phonemes with Synjavéky is explained by hisincarrect
understanding of the concept of a phoneme, the confusion of a phoneme
with a sound. By confusing a phoneme with a sound, Synjavéky needles-
sly oreated a large group of long phonemes. E. g.: "nom wyxs® and "na
uyn®, a8 if in the first case the phoneme w is long, in the second -
usual. Really in the first case, there are two = phonemes, in the se-
oond one. The sound phenomena sandhi camot be a basis for the establi-
shing of phonemes. Besides Synjvdky artificially softens constantly
hard phonemes (%, 1, ~, x, 4, x, 8, 6, n, 8, 8, ¢) which have no soft
mate.

0. Kurylo (Do posjattja fonemy. Zb. Sekciji hramatyky ukrajinskoji
movy, Kiev, 1930, part I) counts only 44 consonantal phonemes: 22 hard,
10 soft (d, &, &, &, 05, 4, 6, 4, %, 4) and 12 long (4, #, &, 4, 4, 1,
R #h ¢ %80, Kurylo with the long phonemes makes the same mista-
ke as Synjavéky: in Ukrainian there are only long sounds which are com-
posed of two identical phonemes, which R. Jakobson (Travaux du Cer-
cle linguistique de Prague, 1931) cleverly pointed out. Long sounds in
a phonemio system are separated as two separate phonemes. So the leng-
thening of the consonants in Ukrainian is really a feature of morpho-
logy, and not of phonetics. See Ju. Serekh, Narys, 380-381. Acriti-
oism of Synjavéky and Kurylo see in V. SimovyZ (Zapysky NTS, 1937, Vol.
155 and Slavia, 1937, R. XIV, S. 4).

2 Gee P. Kovaliv, Osnovy formuvannja ukrajingkoji movy, 122-134.
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The hard pronunciation of consonants is shown even by mo-
numents: mwusxo (Perestoroha XVITth cent.), muxo (Polt.act.
XVIIth cent., Radivil., Ohorodok 1678) '. Thus the hardness
of these consonantal phonemes before i (< o) is considered di-
alectic phenomenon which "sluny dlja rozriznennja semantyky
sliv", B. g.: 0id (doimu) - diu (diAmu), mic (woca) - wic
(necmu), etc. 3¢ But in tne literary language before i (< o)
all consonants are sottened

It seems to us that these statements uf historians ot Lan-
guage and dialectologists have no sound scientific basis.
It is not explained why there is taken as the basis of the
literary pronunciation the soft pronunciation of the conso-
nants 0, m, 3, c, 4, # before i F< o), and not the hard, the
more as this latter is spread on an important part of the
linguistic territory and has beneath it historical bases.
Yet the scientific data, based on historical facts, support
the correctness of the idea that the hard pronunciation of
these consonantal phonemes before i ( <o) should lie also at
the base of the literary pronunciation, which is properly
pointed out by Ju. Serekh (Narys, 378), who connects the ha-
rdness or softness of the pronunciation of consonants before
i (<o) with its origin, i. e. before i (< o) there can be
only a hard pronunciation and before i (<e, &) - a soft *.
Cf.: cix (coxy) - cix (cixmu< onx-), nic (noca) - nic (nec-
ms), 4i3 (403a) - 4i3 (sismu <an3-). This law, which has its
historical bases gives the possibility of separation hard
i (<o) and soft i (<e, &), which form now one phoneme and
arise from different phonemes, which have left behind them
traces of hardness and softness; these traces influence the
quality of the preceding consonantsd, m, 3, ¢, 4, #, which
acquire the significance of a phonemic hardness or phonemic
softness.

17. In Russian there are 27 consonantal phonemes, of
which 18 are hard (x, 1, x, x, w;4 ¢, 3; 0, m, p, 4, u; ¢,
n, x, s, ®#) and 9 soft (% &. 3, d_, m, D, 4, R, U) )

In comparison wnith the-Proto-Slavic systm of consonantal pho-
nemes there have been in Russian these changes: 1) the num-
ber of hard phonemes has increased by the arisingof the new
phoneme ¢ and the depalatalization of =, %, #; 2) the number
of soft phonemes increased by the further development of the
oategory of hardness and softness (0-b, m-m, c-6, 3-3) and

1 0. BezpaYko and others, Istorylna hramatyka, 154.

2 F. Zylko, Hovory ukrajingkoji movy, 52.

3 Cf. I. Petlydnyj, Do pytannja pro systemu holosnykh fonem v su-
Sasnij ukrajinskij literaturnij movi. Pytannja ukrajingkoho movoznavs-
tva, kn., I, Lviv, 1955, p. 120.

4 It was not acoidental that in the 70°s of the XIXth cent. in We-
stern Ukraine there was introduced into the orthography the letter 1
for the soft pronunciation of the consonants before i (< e, &) and the
letter i to mark the hard pronunciation of the consonants before i (< o):
nic (moca), nlc (necmu), ciav (cosu), clavcoxuil (ceso).
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at the same time their number was diminished by the depala-
talization of %, u, 1.

Under the category of hardness and softness in modern Rus-
sian are separated the phonemes: :-6, 3-8, 9-4, m-m, p-5,
2-4  u-d, The phonemes %, 7 have no hard companion. Allother
phonemes (x, 1, x, x, w, y, 6, n, x, 6, ¢) have no soft com-
panion.

18. Our system of consonantal phonemes in Russian in
some points disagrees with the systems of other students es-
pecially as to the number of consonantal phonemes in Russign.:
Thus, e. g. the authors of "Grammatika russkogo jazyka", t.
I, fonetika i morfologija (AN SSSR, 1952, 1960) have this
system: 15 phonemes, which differ according to hardness and
softness (x, 1, x; 9, m, c, 3; p, 4, #; 6, n, ¥, 8, g). Of
these 3 are only hard (x, u, y) and 2 are only soft (4, ).
In all the academic grammar counts 35 consonantal phonemes,
including in this number the soft velar phonemes %, i, x
and excluding from the list of ghonemes the soft alveolars,
the so-called long phonemes &, #. The authors of the gram-
mar maintain completely the position of L. %L‘erba (Izbrannye
raboty, 166).

R. I. Avanesov (Fonetika sovremennogo russkogo literatu-
rnogo jazyka, 136) directly opposite includes in the list
of soft phonemes %, & but does not consider as separate
phonemes the soft #, i, %, and only variants of hard %, 1,
x, basing his position on the fact, in his opinion, the
phonemes % # especially the latter "vstrebaetsja v bol Som
kolidestve i pri tom ¥iroko upotrbitelna imenno kak dolga-
ja mjagkaja Sipjas€aja" and that inclusion of the soft pho-
nemes %, 1, X, in the number of separate phonemes "po mef-
Se; mere netodno, kak protivopostavlenie mjagkikh zadneja-
zuénykh tverdym, suSSestvenno otlilaetsja ot protivopostav-
lenija po tverdosti-mjagkosti drugikh soglasnykh i polnos-
tju otsutstvuet v naibolee pokazatelnoj pozicii - na konce
slova". R. Avanesov counts 34 consonantal phonemes, of which
12 are paired, which are separated by hardness and softness
(o, m, ¢, 3; p, 4, #; 6, n, u, 8, ), 6 only hard (», u, vy,
x, 1, x) and 4 only soft (% #, u, 173 1,

A somewhat differnt position is taken by A. N. Gvozdev
(Sovremennyj russkij literaturnyj jazyk, 15). He counts 37
consonantal phonemes, of which 15 are separated according to
the category of hardness-softness (¥, 1, x; 0, m, C, 3;0, 4,
#; G, M, %, 6, ¢), 3 are only hard (y, x, u) and 4 only soft
(¢, %, u, 4). In this increased number of phonemes of Gvozdev
there are the soft, velar phonemes #, %, x.

The differences in the views of scholars on the system of
consonantal phonemes in Russian concern two disputed groups
of phonemes: the recognition or,nop-recognition as_sgparate
phonemes of the so-called long %, u and the recognition or

1 Cf. Galkina-Fedoruk and others, Sovremennyj russkij jazyk, 124.
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non-recognition of the soft group of velar phonemes %, 1, %.
These disputed groups of phonemes have not entered our sys-
tem of the consonantal phonemes in Russian, for there are no
scientific bases for them. Likewise for the same motives the-
re have not been included in our system of soft phonemes the
labial and labial-dental 6, n, x, 6, &, which are only vari-
ants of the corresponding hard phonenes.

19. In Belorussian there are counted 29 consonanta]
phonemes, of which 22 are hard (x, v, 1, x; u, x, u, 0x; y,
¢, 8 03; 0, m; p, 4, H; 6, n, x, 8, §) and 7 soft (f<m,
05< 0, 6, &, 4, #, u).

TIn comparison with the Proto-Slavic system of consonantal
phonemes in Belorussian there have come the following chan-
ges: 1) the number of hard phonemes has increased by the ap-
pearance of new ¢, ¢ and by the depalatalization of the soft
4, %, w, 4, 05, 5; 2) the number of soft phonemes has incre-
ased by the further development of the category of hardness

and softness (3-3) and at the same time their number has been
diminished by the depalatalization of the previously soft
phonemes.

Under the catefory of hardness and softness in modern Be-
lorussian only the phonemes c-é, 3-3, a4-4, n-# are separated.
The phoneme ¢ is only soft and has no hard companion. The
phonemes 4 (<), 34 (< 8) developed later in certain phone-
tic conditions, creating the "cekafije" and "dzekafije" natu-
ral to Belorussian. Historically as in Polish they might be
considered positional variants of m, 0 !. All other phonemes
(x, ¥, 1, x; u, x, u, 0Ox; y, 03, 0, m, p; 6, n, 6, X, &)
are only hard and do not have a soft mate.

As we see, the Belorussian language is characterized by
a significant depalatalization (transfer from the soft cate-
gory to the hard) of phonemes, even more than in Ukrainiam,
e. g. 0, m, p (which in Ukrainian are separated under the
category of hardness and softness).

20. In Bulgarian there are counted 31 consonantal pho-
nemes, of which 21 are hard (x, 1, x; w, =, u, Ox; y, ¢, a3,
03, 0, m; p, 4, H; 6, n, x, 8, ¢) and 10 soft (g, &, 3, 93,
8, m, b, 4, #, id).

In comparison with the Proto-Slavic system of consonantal
phonemes in Bulgarian there have come the following changes:
1) the number of hard phonemes has increased by the arising
of new phonemes ¢, 03 (<3) and by the depalatalization of
the soft «, %, i, 0%, #; 2) the number of soft phonemes has
increased by the further development of the category of har-
dness and softness (0-3, m-%) and at the same time the num-
ber has been diminished by the depalatalization of %, x, u, 0a.

Under the category of hardness and softness in Bulgarian
there are differentiated the phonemes y-i, c-6, 3-3, 03-93,
0-8, m-m, p-H, a-i, n-#i. The phoneme 7 is only soft and can-

! T. Lomtev, Grammatika, 48.
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not have a hard mate. All the other phonemes (x, 1, x; u,
x, w, ox, 6, n, ¥, 8, ) have no soft mate. The phoneme 7 as
a result of the depalatalization acquired a special signifi-
cance of the category of hardness and softness ',

21. Tn Slovene there are counted 23 consonantal phone-
mes, of which 19 are hard (%, h ( <g), ch; & % % c, s, 2;
a t; r, 1, n; b, p, m v, f) and 4 are soft (;'J ZJ ﬁ: J)~

In comparison with the Proto-Slavic system of consonantal
phonemes in Slovene there have come the following changes:
1) the number of hard phonemes has increased by the appearan-
ce of the new phoneme [ and the depalatalization of the
soft & %, &, 6, d%, & 2) the number of soft phonemes has
diminished by the depalatalization of the previously named
soft phonemes.

Under the category of hardness and softness in Slovene
there are separated only the phonemes r-#, 1-l, n-Ai. The pho-
neme j is only soft and has no hard parallel. All other pho-
nemes (k, hn, ch; & % % ¢, 8 2;,d, t; b, p, m, v, f) ha -
ve no soft parallel.

22. In Serbian and Croatian there are counted 25 conso-
nantal phonemes, of which 20 are hard (k, ¢, h (instead of
ch); & % % d% c, s, 2z, d, t; r, I, n; b, p, m, v, f) and
5 are soft (&, & I, A, j) 2.

In comparison with the Proto-Slavic system of consonantal
phonemes there have come changes in Serbian and Croatian: 1)
the number of hard phonemes has increased by the appearance
of the new phoneme f and by the depalatalization of soft é,
, 5, d% &, dz, & 2) the number of soft phonemes has inc-
reased by iotacism (the fusion with the following j) the co-
nsonants f, 4 !, i and the formation of new soft phonemes,
which in Serbian and Croatian in connection with the phae-
tic orthography have separate signs (¢, d, I, A=k 9%, s»,
»); at the same time their number has diminished through the
depalatalization of é, ﬁ, ‘é, dfz, é.

Under the category of hardness and softness in Serbian
and Croatian there are differentiated only the phonemes I-I,
n-fi. The phonemes j, é ( <tj), d (< dj) are only soft. All
other phonemes (k, ¢, h; & %, &, d%; c (original), s, e, t,
d, r; b, p, my v, ) are only hard.

23. In Czech there are counted 26 consonantal phonemes,
of which 22 are hard (&, h, ¢, ch; & % & d% ¢, s, 2z 4,
t,dz; r, l, n; b, p, my v, f) and 4 are soft (4, & A, j) 3
In comparison with the Proto-Slavic system of consonantal
phonemes, these changes have taken place in Czech: 1) the

1 Cf. Prof. St. Stojkov, Palatalnite s®glasni v belgarski kniZo-
ven ezik., Izvestija na Instituta za buvlgarski ezik, kn. I,Sofija,
1952, pp. 5-53; Ivan Lekov, Nasoki v razvoja na fonologiénite sistemi
na slavjanskite ezici, Sofija, 1960, p. 33. s

2 Cf. T. Maretié, Gramatika, 2. See A. Belic, Sevremeni srpsko-
khrvatski kniZni jezik, Beograd, 1951, p. 101.

3 Cf. A. Mazon, Grammaire de la langue tchéque, Paris, 1952, p, 25;
T. Lehr-SpYawinski, Z. Stieber, Gram. hist., 94. See also M. Komarek,
Historickd mluvnice &eskd, 1958, p. 142 and more.
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nunber of hard phonemes has increased through the appearance
of ?e new f and through the depalatalization of the soft &,
% 0§ 6 8 5 F, l; 2) the muber of soft phonemes has increa-
sed by the development of the category of hardness and soft-
ness (d-d, t-f) and at the same time their number greatly
diminished through the depalatalization of the previously
named soft phonemes. In addition, there were depalatalized
also such phonemes as é (< tj), and % ( <df<dj).

Under the category of hardness and softness in Czech the-
re are differentiated only the phonemes d-4, t-f, n-A. The
phonemes j is has no hard parallel. All other phonemes (%, h,
g, ch; &, % 8 d% c, 8 2z r, l; b, p, m v, [) are only
hard and have no soft parallel '.

The unique feature of the Czech language is that it has
no soft l.The loss of soft 1, goes back, in the opinion of
Gebauer (Hist. ml., I, 327), to prehistoric times.

24. In Slovak there are counted 27 consonantal phonemes,
of which 22 are hard (k, h, ¢, ch; & % 8 d% c, s, 2z dz
d, t; r, l, n; b, p, my v, f) and 5 soft (4, ¢, 1, A, j ).

In Slovak in the system of consonantal phonemes there oc-
curred almost the same changes as in Czech. The only diffe-
rence is that the Slovak literary language preserves the ca-
tegory of hardness and softness of the phoneme i (mlyn, Ti-
pa), which Czech does not have 2. Beside this, there is pre-
served in Slovak dz (medza) which corresponds in Czech to z
(meze). So under the category of hardness and softness the
Slovak language differentiates the phonemes d-d, t-t;, -1,
n-fH 3

25. In Polish there are counted 28 consonantal phone-
mes, of which 21 are hard (&, ¢, ch; & % &, d% ¢, 8, z
dz; d, t; r, I, n; b, p, m, v, f) and 7 are soft (é< ¢, di<
4, 5 & U n, J)*.

In comparison with the Proto-Slavic system of consonantal
phonemes these changes have taken place in Polish: 1) the
number of hard phonemes has increased by the appearance of
the new phoneme f and by the depalatalization of the soft ¢
, &, d%, &, di, + 5; 2) the number of soft phonemes has
diminished by the depalatalization of these given soft pho-
nemes and at the same time the number of soft phonemes has
increased by the development of £>¢, d>dz.

Under the category of hardness and softness in Polish the-
re are differentiated only the phonemes s-8, 2z-%, 1-l, n-f.
The phoneme i is only soft and has no hard parallel. The

1 for more details on the depalatalization of consonants in Czech,
see F. Trdvn{8ek, Hist. ml., 198-199.

2 See A. SelidSev, Slavjanskoe jazykoznanie, I, 69.

3 See ILud. Novak, Fonologia a #tddium slovendiny. Slovenska rel,
I1, 1933-1934.

4+ Cf. Doroszewski, Podstawy, 99.

5 S. S}ofiski, Hist. jez. pol., 41. Cf. A. Selisdev, Slavjanskoe ja-
gykoznanie I, 329.
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phonemes & ( <t) and d% (<a) which developed in oertain
phonetic conditions also have no hard parallel. Historically
they could be considered positional variants of d, t as in
Belorussian. All other phonemes (k, g8, ch; & % B, d%; dz,
d c, r; t; b, p, my v, f) have no soft parallel: a etrong
positional palatalization of the velars %, & c# and of the
labial and labial-dentals b, ¥, #, U, # in Polish as in Rue-
sian, is not phonemic; it produces only positional variants
of hard phonemes and not separate soft phonemes *

26. In Serbo-lusatian there are counted 29 consonanta}
phonemes, of which 19 are hard (k, h, ¢, ch; % & ¢, s, 2
d, t; r, 1, n; b, p, m, v, ) and 10 are soft (é: ﬁ; é; ¢ <&
dt<8; §<¢é, &:.ds [, A, j) *.

In comparison with the Proto-Slavic system of consonantal
phonemes these changes have occurred in Serbo-Lusatian: 1)
the number of hard phonemes has increased by the appearance
of the new phoneme f and the depalatalizatiou of the soft %
(Up.-Lus.) & (Low.-Ius.), &, & F; 2) the number of soft
phonemes increased by the development of é< ¢t (Up.-Lus.), d%
<8 (Up.-Lus.) and & <é (Low.-Lus.), %2<d% (Low.-Lus.).

Under the category of hardness and softness in Serbo-Lu-
satian there are differentiated only the phonemes 1-{, n-fi
The phoneme j is on1¥ soft, and has no hard parallel. Alsc
the originally soft %, %, % in the Upper-Lusatian dialects
have no hard parallel. The phonemes ¢ (< #) and d% ( <4) and
§ (<é), £ (<d%) which developed in certain phonetic posi-
tions have also no hard parallel. Historically, they as in
Polish and Belorussian could be considered positional vari-
ants of d, t. All other phonemes (k, h, g, ch; % (Low.-Lus.),
% (Low.-lus.), ¢, s, 2z, d, t, r; b, p, m, v, f) are onlyhara
and have no soft correlative. Likewise the depalatalized pho-

nemes %, 3 in Lower Lusatian dialects have no soft correlati-
ves. The phoneme & >c¢ is hard in the [ow.-Iusatian dialectc *.

27. In Polabian there are counted 27 consonantal pho-
nemes, of which 17 are hard (k, ¢, ch; ¢, s, 2, dz; d, t;r,
l, n; b, p, my v, f) and 10 are soft (&, & %, d%, 4, &, #,
L' A, J) '. In comparison with the Proto-Slavic system of
consonantal phonemes, there have occurred these changes in
Polabian: 1) the number of hard phonemes increased by the a-
rising of the new phoneme 7 and by the depalatalization of
the soft & %, % and their transformation into ¢, z, s; 2)
the number of soft phonemes increased by the further develo-
oment of the category of hardness and softness(z-%, d-4, t-

1 Cf. T. Lehr-Splawinski, Jezyk polski, 82-83; S. Szober, Gramaty-
ka jqzyka polskiego, II, Warsaw, 1931.

2 Cf. A. Selisdev, Slavjanskoe jazykoznanie, I, 228, 227.

3 See L. 3%erba, Vostodnolufickoe nareSie, I, Petrograd, 1915; G.
Kral, Grammatik der vendischen Sprache in der Oberlausitz, Bautz. 1925.

4 Cf. A. Selilev, Slavianskoe jazykoznanie, I, 423.
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t) and at the same time decreased through the depalataliza-
tion and change of &, %, &.

Under the category of hardness and softness in Polabian
there are differentiated the phonemes c-¢é, s-8, 2-%, dz-d%,
a-d, t-t, r-f, -, n-h. The phoneme j is only soft and has
no hard correlative. All other consonantal phonemes (%, g,
ch, b, p, my v, f) are only hard and have no soft pair.

The special feature of the system of consonantal phonemes
in Polabian is the loss of the .0ld alveolars &, %, ¥ through
their change into ¢, 2, s, a phenomenon known in no other
Slavic languages.

28. We will now give a general resumé of the systems
of consonantal phonemes in the Slavic languages.

a) The Proto-Slavic velar phonemes k2, g, ch in their fur-
ther development in the separate Slavic languages went along
different ways. If &k, ch kept their original characters, ¢
in some Slavic languages (Rus., Bulg., Serb., Croat., Pol.,
Polab., and Low.-Lus.) was preserved, in other (Ukr, Belo-
rus., Slovene, Czech, Slovak, and Upper-Lusatian) changed
into a pharyngal h. In these last languages beside the pha-
ryngal h, there exists also chiefly in borrowed words also ¢.

Besides this, the velar phonemes k, ¢, ch, which in Pro-
to-Slavic were used only before vowels of the rear series
(v, y, o), in the Slavic languages began to be used before
vowels of the frontal series and thus they ceased to be con-
stantly hard. , ,

b) The Proto-Slavic alveolar phonemes &, fz, % which ori-
ginally were palatalized, were totally depalatalized in the
Slavic languages except the Upper-Lusatian dialects and in
part in Russian where & preserves its softness. In Polabian
the depalatalization came about through the change of &, %,

>c, 2 S

The phonemes &, %, % were enlarged chiefly in the Fast and
South Slavic languages as a result of the development of the-
se new phonemes: ¢ ( <tj, kt, ¢t) (Ukr., Rus., Belorus., Bul-
gar., Serb., Croat., Slovene), % (< dj) (Ukr., Rus., Belo-
rus., Bulg., Serb., Croat., Slovene), % ( <zj) (Ukr., Rus.,
Belorus., Bulg., Serb., Croat., Slovene, Pol., Czech, Slo-
vak), ¥ (<#) (Pol., Czech), ¥ ( <sj) (Ukr., Rus., BRelorus.,
Bulg., Serb., Croat., Pol., Czech, Slovak), % (<r). (Serbo-
Lus.), % (<ch) as a result of the second palatalization
(Pol.s, d% (< dj) (Ukr., Belorus., Serb., Croat., Pol.).

¢) The Proto-Slavic phonemes &, dz, & which arose as a
result of the second and third palatalizations (the transi-
tional softening)and were in the beginning palatalized, 1in
the various Slavic languages developed in different ways.

1) First we must mention that the affricate d% in the
Slavic languages (except Bulgarian) lost its explosive com-
ponent and changed into %(z).

2) The process of the second palatalization in morpholo-
gical formations did not include the majority of the dia-
lects and the literary languages of Russian and Slovak (Rus.
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tyxa - pyxe, Hora - nore; Slovak ruka - ruke, noha - nohe).

3) The most noticeable phenomenon in the further develop-
ment of the phonemes é, d2(2), & is their depalatalization,
which took in almost all Slavic languages. The process of
depalalalization of these phonemes produced a change of the-
ir phonemic significance: from constantly soft they became
constantly hard or were preserved in the categories of hard-
ness and softness. Thus the phoneme é in some Slavic langua-
ges (Ukr., Bulg., Polab.) developed in the category of hard-
ness and softness, in others (Rus., Belorus., Serb., Croat.,
Slovene, Pol., Czech, Slovak, Serbo-Lus.) it developed only
in the category of hardness. The phonemes % ( <g), § (< ch)
along with the originally hard phonemes 2, s developed in
some Slavic languages (Ukr., Rus., Belorus., Bulg., Pol.,
Polab.) in the category of hardness and softness, in others
(Serb., Croat., Slovene, Czech, Slovak, Serbo-Lus.) by the
depalatalization developed only in the category of hardness.
Usually dialectic variations are possible.

This group of phonemes in the hard or soft category were
amplifed primarily in the West-Slavic languages as a result
of the development of new phonemes of the same character: c
(< tj) (Pol., Czech, Slovak, Serbo-Ius., Polab.), ¢ ( < &)
(Low.-Lus.), c (< ktv, gtt,s (Pol., Czech, Slovak), & (< t)
Belorus., Pol., Up.-Tus.), 2z ( <dj) (Czech, Slovak, Serbo-
Lus.), & (<d%2<48) (low.-Lus.,, az (<dy) (Pol., Serbo-Lus.),
dz (< gtv) (Pol.), az (<zz through dissimlation) (Ukr., Be-
lorus., Bulg.), d% (< a) (Belorus., Pol., Up.-Lus.), § (<¢
<t) (Low.-Lus.).

d) The Proto-Slavic phoneme ,j was preserved in all Slavic
languages, where it was amplified still more as the result
of the reduction of the unaccented i. In all Fast-Slavic and
South-Slavic languages j changed into epenthetic l.

e) The Proto-Slavic labials and labial-dentals b, p, m, ¢
later in all Slavic languages were amplified by a new labial
-dental f, borrowed from other Indo-European languages. Be-
gide this, v(u) in certain conditions developed from I (Ukr.
Belorus., Serb., Croat., Slovene, Slovak, Serbo-Lus., Polab.)
and secondarily before i (< oS(Ukr.). These phonemes which
in the Proto-Slavic language were not used before vowels of
the rear series, in the Slavic languages began to be used
before all vowels; being in certain phonetic conditions semi
-soft, they preserved this quality also in the life of the separa-
te Slavic languages.

f) The Proto-Slavic phonemes d, t, 8, 2, passed into the
Slavic languages only in the hard category. Of these s, z
a8 we have said above, along with & (< ch), £ (< ¢) passed
torough a further development.

The phonemes d, t 1in their development in the separate
Slavic languages ertner preserved their original hard category
(Belagus., Serb., Croat., Slovene, Serbo-Lus.) or were pala-
talized, creating the category of h.riness and goftness (Ukr.,
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Rus., Bulg., Pol., Czech, Slovak, Polab.). The South-Slavic
languageswere the most limited in the palatalization of d, t.

g) The Proto-Slavic phonemes r, I, n, which preserved o-
riginal character of hardness and softness, nevertheless un-
derwent in certain phonetic conditions certain changes.

1) The phoneme #>%, % (Pol., Czech, Serbo-Lus.) and in
one or another measure was depalatalized (Ukr., Belorus.,
Bulg., Serb., Croat., in part. Slovene, Pol., Czech, Serbo-
Lusatian).

2) The phonemes %, 1, 7 were preserved in categories:
hard, middle and soft (Ukr., Bulg.), in hard and soft (Rus.,
Belorus.; Serbo-Lus., Polab.), in hard and middle (Pol.), in
middle and soft (Serb., Croat., Slovene, Slovak), only in
middle (Czech).

3) In certain conditions 1(%) >v(y) (Ukr., Belorus., Serh.,
Croat., Slovene, Slovak, Serbo-Lus., Polab.) and into o (Ser-
bian, Croat.).

4) In the Bast-Slavic and the South-Slavic there develo.
ped also an epenthetic I (< j).

5) By the category of hardness and softness there are dif-
ferentiated r-#, 1-I, n-A in some Slavic languages (Ukr.,
Rus., Bulg., Polab.), I-f n-A in others (Belorus., Serb.,
Croat., Slovene, Pol., Slovak, Serbo-Ius.) and n-n in a thard
group (Czech). Of all these three phonemes only the phoneme
n kept the category of hardness and softness in all Slavic
languages. The phoneme r lost this category in the majority
of the Slavic languages, and 1l lost it only in Czech.

h) In general by the category of hardness and softness
there are differentiated these phonemes: c-é (Ukr., Bulg.,
Polab.), s-& (Ukr., Rus., Belorus., Bulg., Pol., Polah..,
dz-d%z (Ukr., Bulg., Polab.), d-d (Ukr., Rus.. Bulg.. Pol.,
Czech, Slovak, rolapb.), -t (Ukr., Rus., ruig., Pol., Czech,
Slovak, Polab.), r-# (Ukr., Rus., Rulg., Slovene, Polab.), I-
I’ (in all Slavic languages except Czech), n-# (in all Slavic
languages ). Other conconantal phonemes are preservec either
in the hard category \the overwhelming majority), or in the
soft.

1) The so-called velar phonemes k, g, h, ch and the labi-
al and labial-dentals b, p, m, v, f in all Slavic languages

were preserved only in the hard category; through their po-
sitional palatalization before j and vowels of the frontal
series they are only variants of hard phonemes, and not soft
phonenes.

2) The alveolar phonemes &, %, %, d% were preserved only
in the hard category (except in Low,-Lus.). But the Russian
phoneme ¢ and the Low.-Lus. & %, & were preserved only in
the soft category.

3) The phonemes é (< t), d% (< d) (Belorus., Pol., Up.-
Lus.) exist only in the soft category.

4) The phoneme j, being by its nature palatal, was preser-
ved in all Slavic languages only in the sott category.
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THE SCHEME OF THE CONSONANTAL

URRATMIAR RUSSTAN SELORUSSIAN LRI sLovee SERIAN
hard woft hard soft bard soft bard soft bard soft hard soft
k(<k) - k(<k) - k(<k) - k(<k) - k(<k) - k(<k) -
b(ad) - - - b (<g) - .- - h(<g) - h(<ch) -
el<g) - (<) - |el<e) = el<g) N - - a(<g) -
oh(<oh) - |ob(<on) - |oh(<ch) = [ont<con) - {oh(<on) - - -
| ms N - (;e::{, a(;g:;b R a(ﬁ:;h_ - |a(<a,'.{1 ] 8(<8, kt, _ 6lcts)
l(d,H - I?Id.d"j;,) - l(d,igs - | <t =) - !(d,d:i ) h(i;b T
¥(<k, 8)) E (T3 ) - (<t 8)) R [ 123 A9} - ® - 1 8(<d,0g) -
aB(<dy) - - - |a8(<ay) - |d¥(<d®) - - - d8(<dd) | 8(<a)
o(<6) 8(<6)  |o(<6) - ol fol<t)  [ol®)  [6(<6)  Jol<t) - ol -
2(<z) 2(<dd, ) [z(<cs) 4(<2) 3(<s) 4(<2) 8(<3) 4(<af,2) |s(<s,3) - 2(<d$, 2) -
s(<s) é(<é,0) [o(<s) 6(<s) e(<s) é(<é,8) |o(<s) 6(<é,8) |o(<é,0) - o(<é,0) -
dz(<z) dg(<dz) - - dz(<z) |d4(<«d)  |Asl{<z)  |d4(<dz) - - - -
- 1<, 1) - 1<s,1) - I(<s,1) - 3(<3,1) - 3(<dy1) - I(<sy1)
b(<b) P Y20Y) - |bteb) - |bled) - [bled) - |bl<d) -
pl<p) - pl<p) = |elep) - el - [plcp) - | vl<p) -
a(<n) - @) - n(<n) - B (<m) - R(cn) - n(<n) -
v(cv) - v(<v) - v(<v) - v(<v) - v(<v) - v(<v) -
ety - oo - Jewn - o R - e -
d(cd)  [d(cd)  Jal<d)  flcd)  [a(<d) - Jiled)  [H<d)  Jd(<d) - |ata) -
t(ct) lct) t<t) ti<t) t(<t) - t(ct) tl<t) tct) - t(<t) -
rier)  |#<t) rler)  |A(<t)  |eler,$) - feter) #Het)  [rer) | et rl<r,f) -
1(<1) (&Y 1(<1) I(<D) 1(<1) T(<D) 1(<1) (1) 1(<1) I(<X) 1(<1) I(<X)
n(<n) 8(cd)  [o{<n) |d(<d)  Ju(a)  [8(<h)  [n(<n) d(cd)  |n(cn)  |A(<A)  |nlen)  |d(cd)
22 10 18 9 22 7 21 10 19 4 0 5
-




PHONEMES ACCORDING TO THEIR ORIGIN

CROATIAN (e o ] ! WOVAX roLTSH . R0~ LUBATTAN JFOLBIN

bard soft bard soft hand soft bard soft bard soft bard eoft

Kk(<k) - (k) - lkbek) - k(<k) - k(<k) - k(<k) -
h(<oh) - b(<g) - |bl<g) ] A- - - b(<g) - -y T
el<g) - a(<g) - |ele - l(<l-)— - |ake) I P
- - oh(<oh - | ob(<ob) - ob(coh) - oh(<ch) - ob(<oh) -
8(<8) 6(<8)) | 8(<8) - | 8(<8) - 8(<8) - - 1380 - -
Uetaly - ';(d.“.&.‘l 12 Y )Y I (27 4 wo- G, LY i<k, om| - -
(<3, 89) . b<d, cj)l . .l(ci, o) - “‘2#.'%5_ T Jeam [idam ] - -
ad(cdb) (8 41) | dB(<H) - Jem(e®) | T - | dk(<dy) - - - - -
o(:é)_ N i‘:_ﬂzi - °(<c,q,n - °‘§2Z§$ o(g®) eua.zg’ 4(<0 a(«.g$ 68(<6)
2(<dt, z) - 8(<d4,3) - | s(<as, 8) - 5(<d4, 3) | 4(<dd, 5) "‘“"51'5 “‘:ﬁu s(xdd, §) | $(<H)
1= fetebe) |- [sleo) | Mehn) | alchn) |dlcsRIL akéd) (<8
- - as(<g::\ - [l as(<ap - a;(«){ a4(<) - dd(<d) | ds(<as) |dd(<as)
- 3(<3,1) - 3(<3,1) - 3(<3,1) - 1(<3,1) - 1(<3,1) - 3(<3,1)
b(<b) - b(<b) - bl<d) - b(<b) - b(<b) - b(<b) -
pl<p) - pl<p) - pl<p) - pl<p) - | el<p) - |elp) N
n(<n) - a(cm) - inln) - n(<m) - »(<m) - a(cm) -
v(<v) - | vlw) - v(<v) - |v(w) - | vlew) - v(cv) -
t(<t) - | tet) - |ty - t(<t) - B t(ct) - |tk -
a(<d) |- a(<d) &<l il d(cd) d(<d) d(<d) - |at) - |d(<d) &(<d)
t(<t) - ] tet) £(<t) tlct) t(<t) t(ct) - | tlet) - t(<t) Uet)
rl<r,$) - rlcr) .= | rler,®) - r(<r) - r(<r') - |rlr) #(<f)
1(<1) UeI) ) | - {1 <) 1(<1) I(<1) 1(<1)“ <) 1(<1) (<)
nlcn)  [8(c8) | n(en)  [B(<A)  |ngn) |dl<d) n(<n)  |8(<8) [n(<n) 8(<8)  |o(<o) [ Al<d)
E) 5 2 |4 |= T P P 19 ) 1 »
—L




THE SCHEME OF THE HISTORICAL DEVELOPMENT OF THE CONSONANTAL PHONEMES
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