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Sonorant’ Cluster Variation in Russian

1. Introduction. Historical Russian phonology is replete with examples of
sound changes viewed in terms of the "immutability of sound laws." If one
and the same sound has diverse historical reflexes that cannot be explained
on the basis of phonetic context or later phonological change, it is assumed
that the "exceptions" are caused by external factors (e.g. morphological
analogy, borrowing) that have skewed an otherwise straightforward deve-
lopment. The complex phonetic-phonological E > O change is a case in
point. In most Russian dialects after the jer shift lax e and strong », but
not tense & were identified as o in the environment under stress when not
preceding a palatalized consonant. After the E > O change ceased to be
operational & merged with e. Thus Rusian (OR) meas, mecs, ceMs, A585,
abes > Russian (R) mém, néc, cems, mens, gec. Unexpected reflexes are
labelled as exceptions and ascribed o morphological analogy (e.g. R
6epéze, 3p83amr instead of *6epése, *3pésanr from OR bepesd, sebszar)! or
borrowing (e.g. R #ébo 'sky' from Russian Church Slavic instead of *nébo,
cf. R mébo 'palate').

The present study questions the basic strategy of automatically projec-
ting reflex heterogeneity directly onto the phonological /analogical medel.
In some cases it may be more appropriate to assume the existence of
phonetically regular variation utilized by the morphophonemic system in
the form of distinct phonemic reflexes. One such example is the diverse
development of consonant-sonorant clusters in the history of Ruseian, e.g.
R cMyrn, cuyraa; Mor, Morsa; yroa, yraa. After reviewing the historical
reflexes and traditional interpretations of the sonorants in such clusters, I
propose a model of phonetic variation for sonorant clusters during and after
the jer shift and suggest ways in which the variation was exploited during
the restructuring of the Russian morphological system.

2. Reflexes of sonorant clusters. Russian has vanous reflexes for sonorant-
final consonant clusters in syllable-coda position.? In most instances, the
original OR sonorant corresponds to a biphonemic sequence of vowel +
sonorant, e.g. OR yruw, semar > R yros, semest. But there are a number
of nominal and adjectival forms that preserve the original sonorant without
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phonemic rhodification, e.g. OR gobpr, rkopabae > R xobp, xopabas. In
the past tense masc.sg. forms of unsuffixed stems in obstruents (except ¢,d)
and r, the sonorant 1 is loat, e.g., OR perfect participles mecns, mexss > R
past tense forms méc, méx. With three possible reflexes of the same sono-
rant-final cluster ~ retention (sonorant alone), deletion (loss of sonorant),
or modification (vowel + sonorant) - the question naturally arises as to the
phonologically regular reflex. Which of the three is to be considered the
result of regular phonological change and which are to be interpreted as the
products of analogical interference?

Karl Meyer (1923) was the first to address this issue in a systematic
way. Using forms with word-final clusters in 1, the only ones that consis-
tently display trichotomous wvariation, Meyer reasoned that phonemic
modification (I > vowel + I) was phonologically motivated, while the
retention or deletion of I could be explained as the product of morphologi-
cal analogy. Meyer determined the phonologically regular reflexes of tauto-
syllabic sonorant clusters (253),3 and stated further that the phomnological
interptesation of phonemic modification in Russian was supported on
typological grounds as well, since the corresponding medification is found
in South Slavic also (251). As far as retention, paradigm support would
tend to preserve rather than alter the stem-final sonorant, e.g., R xpyra <
OR kpyras supported by R xpyrira, kpyrio, xpyraw, As for the deletion
of 1 in the past tense forms, Meyer explains (266} that with the loss of
weak jers, all masc.ag. forms of the source participle became one syllable
shorter than the others. What is problematic about Meyer's analysis is that
the reasons he gives for retention and deletion of the sonorant in the analo-
gical cases are valid for all the forms involved. The presence of stem-final I
in all the case forms of R yros, for example, should have served to pre-
serve the senorant intact, without the development of a vowel-sonorant
sequence. As for syllable counting, the short-form masculine singular adjec-
tives also became one syllable shorter with the fall of the jers, and yet we
do not find the deletion of the sonorant corresponding to that of the
masc.gg. past tense.

Nearly fifty years later Alexander Isalenko (1970) reexamined the
Russian data concerning the jer shift and came to the conclusion that none
of the three variants of tautosyllabic sonorant clusters was the product of
regular phonological development. He discounted the traditional view that
sonorant modification (sonorant > vowel + gonorant) was motivated by an
attempt to avoid the syllabic sonorants that obtained following the loss of
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weak jers: "If syllabic sonorants are 'not characteristic of Russian' {a refe-
rence to the analysis of Borkovskij and Kuznecov (1963) - MSF], then why
did they develop in the first place?™ (79). Indeed, Isafenko counters the
phonetic explanation of vowel insertion by completely disassociating the
development of sonorant clusters from the loss of a succeeding weak jer.

No matter what explanations are proposed for the appearance of
non-etymological jers in the given environment, all authors link
the jer insertion with the dropping of a final "weak" jer in the
next syllable. Jer insertion is said to have taken place in the
nom.acc.sing. of fugls/ > fugel'/. But forms with inserted jers
appear not only in these specific case/number forms, but also in
derivations, cf. R yroaék, yromrmuii. In neither of the forms
the conditions for the development of “syilabic sonorants" seem
to have been given (cf. */ugl-tkt/, */ugl-en-/). The phonetic
interpretation of the jer insertion has to be dismissed as inade-
quate and has to be replaced by a morphophonemic interpreta-
tion: secondary jers were inserted not in certain forms of a
word, but in STEMS ending in "obstruent + soncrant" (79).

Isafenko's statements raise a number of issues that need to be addres-
sed. From hiscorical and contemporary data we know that tautosyllabic OR
sonorant-final clusters tended io be eliminated after the jer shift, most
commonly by meane of an inserted vowel. lsadenke rejects the hypothesis
that an anaptyctic vowel developed before the scnorant for phenetic
reasons, to aveld the pronunciation of a syllabic sonorant. We shall discuss
the phonetic aspects of sonorant cluster development below. For now, we
simply note that the phonetic explanation of vowel insertion is motivated
by the loss of weak jers and the apparenl existence of phonetic constraints
on the manifestation of syllabic sonorants. If such an explanation is cast
aside in favor of a morphophonemic one, then the latter must be moti-
vated. This Isafenko fails to do. In his view vowel insertion in sonorant
clusters has nothing to do with the loss of weak jers. Bul he offers no
explanalion as to why the morphophonemic rules of Russian are suddenly
(and coincidentally around the 13th century) supplemented with vowel
insertion rutes? And if such morphophonemic insertion rules are valid, why
are they said to intercalate jers in stem-final obstruent clusters after the
period that jers have ceased to be phonemes? Isafenko has apparently not
consigtently distinguished three aspects of the development under discus-
sion, the phonetic, the phonemic, and the morphophonemic.
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A more plausible explanation looks to the phonetic development of
Russian for the impetus to interpolate vowels or, betier, vocalic phases, in
the relevant clusters during and after the fall of the jers. These phoneti-
cally manifested vocalic phases were susceptible of reinterpretation as
vocalic phonemes participating in the already established pattern of
vowel-zero alternations. The phonemic reinterpretation was accompanied
by the estaplishment of morphophonemic constraints on stems, such that
all stems ending in sonorant clusters were specified as having a vowel-zero
alternation governed by the same constraints as inherited ones. One such
constraint, discovered by Dean Worth (1967) and utilized by Isafenko in
his study, is the elimination of all but the last (right-most) vowel-zero
slternation in derivations by stabilizing the vowel. Thus the QR stem
{vgl’} > MiR {ug#l'}, but in derived stems with suffixes containing
vowel-zero alternations, the stem vowel-zero alternation is stabilized as o,
thus {ug#l'-#k} > {ugol-#k}, {ug#l'-'#n} > {ugol'-'#n}. Isalenko's
morphophonemic analysis can be viewed not az a substitute for the phone-
tic one, but as an appropriate and necessary supplement to it, one that
accounts for later reflexes that lack phonetic motivation but are instead
the products of morphelogical manipulation. In support of the three-stage
approach to the development of tautosyllabic sonorant clusters - phonetic,
phonemic, morphophonemic - I will discuss in greater detail the decidedly
phonetic nature of the processes involved in the manifestation of these
clusters during and after the loss of the weak jers.

3. Phonetic manifestation of soncrant clusters. The gradual loss of weak
jers in Russian territory in the 12th and beginning of the 13th century*
resulted in a number of phonetic sequences that had not been possible
before the jer shift, among them, syllable codas consisting of two or more
consonants, e.g. OR {volost-s}, {zvézd-1}, {rodé-s} > MiR {volest’-@}, .
{2vézd-@}, {ro8¢-@}. In sonorant-final codas Middle Ruesian phonology was
obliged to respond to the inherently greater sonority of the sonorant vis-a-
vis the preceding obstruent, since all sonorants bear the vowel-like feature
of spontaneous voicing. Such sonority, manifested acoustically either in a
more sharply defined formant structure or the introduction of additional
formants (Jakobson and Halle 1956/1962, 484-85), permitted the inter-
pretation of the sonorant as a syllable crest and the assignment of syllabi-
city by the phonological component. Such assignment implies the deter-
mination of the slope and crest of the syllable, and in the latter, the peak
or gyllabic phoneme.
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A binary choice 18 implicit in the analysis of sonorant-final codas by
speakers of Middle Russian as [+syllabic] and constitutes the basia for
variation. If the sonorant is not recognized as syllabic, the phonological
compenent will treat it in accordance with the phonotactics of ayllable-coda
congonant clusters. For sonorants, this implies a gradual process of ob-
struentization, whereby the very features that distinguish sonorants from
obstruents are attenuated, namely, intensity (concentration of energy) and
spontaneous voicing. Over time, the degree of intensity and voicing of the
sonorant can diminish to such a degree that cluster simplification results in
the failure of the sonorant to be manifested. The substandard and dialectal
forms pyns and asrcts or kucek (R py6as, wmuzmp) testify to the congruent
processen of obstruentization and apocope in clusters with nonsyliabie
syllable-coda sonorants. In the case of pyme we can postulate the following
development (fig. 1), in which the vertically ordered phonetic representa-
tions demonstirate increasing obstruentization and at degree (6), phonetic
loss of the gonorant.

[b] (']
OR /rubl’s/ > MiR /rubl'/ [rdbl'] (1) [+3 vcd] [+3 ved]
[rdbl']  (2) [+3 ved] [+2 ved]
[rébl]  (3) [+2 ved] [+1 ved]
[rdbY]  (4) [+1 ved] [0 ved]
frip?]  (5) [0 ved] [0 ved]
/rub’l'/ [rdp'] (6) [0 ved]

Fig.1. Range of obstruentization of nonsyllabic syllable-coda sonorant in a
cluater

The variation of chstruentization shown in the chart is simplified for
presentation. Loss of intensity (indicated by raised and reduced sonorants)
may be viewed as being in paralle! with the loss of voicing (indicated by a
gubacript ~), both highly schematized here. In point of fact, varying degreea
of devoicing can be charted within a single segment, with the latter portion
displaying a higher degree of devoicing than the initial portion. The voicing
asgimilation of preceding consonants can also vary by degree, either equi-
velent to or less than the degree of the following consonant {Paufodima
1969, 151, 173; Reformatskij 1975, 129-33). The pronunciation with [p']
alone is ultimately a consequence of phonetic variation (obstruentization
and loss of [1']} and phonemic reanalysis of b as b! (see below).
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It is poesible to view such variation in both synchronic and diachronic
perspective. One and the same speaker may exhibit varying degrees of
obstruentization of the sonorant depending on broader phenetic environ-
ment, sentence stress, tempo of speech, etc. But variation in degree of
obstruentization may also be seen across time, e.g, degrees (5) and (6)
may be more characteristic of a younger generation as compared to degrees
(4) and (5) of an older generation. The higher the degree of obstruentiza-
tion, the greater the likelihood of phonetic loss of the sonorant. Once the
underlying scnorant is capable of being lost phonetically as a product of
variation, it is subject to being reinterpreted as the {@} allomorph of a
particular suffix, e.g. R méc vs. Hecaa or of being lost from the stem as a
whole, e.g. R dial. -onr, poma or poms, Boms; wypas, mypasa (see SRNG,
s.vv.: Zivov 1971, 74), of. R pomrs, sonas; mypasas, xypasaa. In Russian
the reinterpretion of the sonorant as {#} was limited to the one marpholo-
gical environment in which the sonorant alone functioned as an inflectional
suffix, that of the past tense (from OR perfect suffix {1}, Isatenko 1970,
87-88). Thus MiR {n'os-1-@#}, eventually realized as [n'ésl] ~ [n'és], was
reinterpreted morphophonemically without the sonorant as {n'os-§-@}, the
{#} now distinguishing the unmarked masc.sg. desinence {#i-@} from the
marked fem. and neut.sg. desinences {l-a} and {l-o} and the marked plural
desinence {I'-i}, e.g. R wufc, mecsa, mecmo. mecam$ Other instances of
nonsyllabic syllable-coda sonorants were preserved in underlying stems, but
remain subject to varying degreea of obstruentization and even apocope
when realized through phonetic variation rules, e.g R cMmer [smys]] ~
‘[sm¥s}); cf. modern forms like R rearp [t'idtI] ~ [t‘lat], yugp [cFiT] ~ [cf],
MOTOIHEN [mat.\cyk] ~ [matacyk]. Such apocope is sm:lply part of a more
widespread tendency to simplify consonant clusters in syllable-coda posi-
tion, especially when word-final (Zemskaja 1973, 1074f, 114; 1987, 199).

If the sonorant was treated as syllabic, the phonological component
presented further possibities for variation in accordance with the distribu-~
tion of pesk energy. In the simplest case, syllabicity was concentrated in
the sonorant and the cluster was realized with a syllabic zonorant, thus,
OR {ugls} > MiR {ugl} [ug]] While such a realization was and still is
possible (cf. R {vopl'-@} as [vépl'], {centr-@} as [cénty], Temskaja 1973,
114), later reflexes point to a propensity towards segmental diphthongiza-
tion of the syllabic soncrant (Andersen 1972, 33). According to Andersen's
principle of peak attenuation, the primary sonority feature [tconsonantal]
is distributed over the segment in the order unmarked/marked, so that the
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onset of consonantal properties within the segment is delayed. Thus the
initial portion of the segment develops vowel-like qualities in contrast to
the consonantal qualities of the final portion. Symbolically the segmental
diphthongization of a syllabic gonorant can be represented within brackets
a5 an anaptyctic centralized vowel followed by the sonorant. Thus MiR
{ugl-@} [Gg®1]. If the initial, vocalic portion of the segmental diphthong
comes to be identified with a specific vowel phoneme, then phonemic
(sequential) diphthongization takes place and a new sequence of phonemes
obtains - vowel 4+ sonorant - thus MiR {ugl-@} [Gg®)] > {ugol-#}
[Ogol].8 Sequential diphthongization in these cases not only had the effect
of altering the stem of the particular word-form with the addition of a
vowel, but resulted in changing the underlying base stem through the
introduction of a vowel-zero alternation: MiR {ugl} > {ug#l}. Seen in this
perspective, Isafenko's emphasis on a morphophonemic stem reanalysis
completely independent of phonetic adjustment occasioned by the jer shift
reflects his predilection to concentrate on the net result of a complex
phonetic-phonemic-morphophonemic process. The morphophonemic restruc-
turing of cerfain stems through the introduction of vowel-zero alternations
was dependent on the possibility of syllabicity being assigned to sonorants
in syllable-coda position during and after the jer shift. Likewise the mor-
phophonemic restructuring of the past tense suffix to include the allomorph
{#} alongside {1} and {I'} was dependent on the possibility of syllable-coda
sonorants in clusters not being assigned syllabicity during and after the jer
shift,

Textual evidence from the 13th century on testifies to the reality of
phonetic variation - sonorant syllabicity vs. nonsyllabicity - in the imme-
diate post-jer period. Sobolevskij (1907, 113-14) and Saxmatov (1915,
230ff) cite forms reflecting overtly the fundamentally binary treatment of
cluster-final sonorants in syllable codas, as syllabic {e.g MiR wmoroas,
NOTONOME, PEKBJIL, Beleph, 3eMesh, BbIopk, XopoGopE, KPYroas) or
nonsyllabic (e.g. MiR cB» mpocsass, Ha meperscnass, noHecs, pasebprs,
pexn). Written forms with vowel + sonorant only indicate cluster syllabi-
city: they are unspecific as to phonological status (syllabic sonorant, seg-
mental diphthong, sequential diphthong). Those without a written final
sonorant indicate nonsyllabicity of the cluster, but do not reveal whether
the sonorant has been lost at the morphological level. Forms lacking sono-
rant modification or elimination continue traditional spelling and indicate
nothing about syllabicity.
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These data suggeat that after the jer shift, the sonorants in the clusters
cited were capable of being manifested variously along a scale of syllabicity
from completely ayllabic, with or without diphthongization, to nonsyllabic,
with lowered intensity and increasing devoicing. KEventual morphophonemic
innovation through deletion ({1} > {#} in the masc.sg. past temse suffix) or
modification (sonorant > vowel + sonorant) eliminated variation in a wide
range of forms. But in those cases in which normative and stylistic pre-
scriptions demand retention of the sonorant alone (see Isalenko 1970, 82ff),
phonetic variation in the realization of the sonorant is typical (Panov 1969,
172-77; Reformatskij 1971; Zemskaja 1973; 114-18, Svetosarova 1988,
45-47, 54-55). High-register "Slavonian" forms like wu#3ue, Mucas, urp
(gen.pl. of wurpa), wmra (genpl. of uraa) can be realised with varying
degrees of syllabicity or obstruentization in Modern Russian, thus [{g]] ~
[ig@l] ~ {igal] ~ [ig]] ~ [igl] ~ [ik}] ~ [{k]. The specific proscriptions against
pronunciations with anaptyctic vowels (e.g. Gorbadevié 1973, 162) demon-
strate the vitality of this phonetic variation.”

It is appropriate at this point to mention that the morphophonemic
utilization of phonetic variation outlined above is not an isolated pheno-
menon in the history of East Slavic. In Flier 1983a I proposed that varia-
tion in the realization of syllable-coda I - {I] ~ [1] ~ [w] - was utilized by
‘the morphophonemic. systems of Ukrainian and Belorussian in a fashion
analogous to the Russian. In the masc.sg. past-tense forms of vocalic stems,
the word-final [w] was reinterpreted as v instead of 1. With this reanalysis
the masc.sg. allomorph of the past-tense suffix of vocalic stems became
distinguished from the other singular and plural allomorphs in {l}, a
relationship that has a direct parallel in the past tense of consonantal
stems, thus Ukr. {da-v-@} : {da-1-a}, {da-1-0}, {da-l-y} = {nis-@-0} :
{nes-1-a}, {nes-1-0}, {nes-l-y}. The history of the pronominal-adjectival
desinence {ogo} in Russian provides another case in point (Flier 1983b).
The progressive lenition of [g] to [7] in' Central and North Russian dialects
produced a number of variants, the most advanced of which (complete
lenition) were found in uniform intervocalic environments. It was precisely
in the desinence {ogo} that the partially or fully lenited variant [y] was
especially susceptible to reinterpretation as {w} from v, because, unlike g, v
was functionally linked to the fricatives j, x and s in the expression of the
genitive, cf. adjectival desinences {oj},{ix};. pronominal desinences
{0j},{ex},{as}; nominal desinences {ov},{ej}. Other cases of intervocalic g
were not reidentified, because of categorial constraints on morphophonemic
alternation.
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4. Phonetic and phonemic consequences of sonorant diphthongization. The
reanalysiz of a segmental gonorant diphthong with vocalic and consonantal
phases into a sequential diphthong of vowel + sonorant raises a number of
isaues that have been inadequately treated in the existing literature. Since
it is apparently not a jer that is inserted between consonant and sonorant
(Isafenko), but rather the vocalic phase of a segmental diphthong that is
reinterpreted as a full vowel, why is the consonant preceding that vowel
somebimes sharped and sometimes not? Why do we see yror and peses,
but yses and socems? Saxmatov (1915, 232) recognized the question, but
was unable to provide an answer.

Mue wesicHo, 4eM MMeHHO BHSHBAETCA KojnehaHue er M oOr B
YK83IaHHLX BHINE CAy4aax, xak xopobop npu xopobep, Jobop u
RobEp, Bbrep ¥ sitop, sbop u Hawe Bénep; He HAXOHASA € Jocae
IaaHeHebHLIX, AYMAI0, 4TC (OHETMHECKH I NEpexXoWio B OF
TONMLKO TOC/AE HUX; [0C/e OPYrUX COLTACHMX HOHETUMECKM OHO
H3MEHAJIOCE, BEPOSTHO, B €I, a O ABAAJOCH IIo4 BAMAHMEM TOH
wau Kaol aHasmorwum. Hanporus, § Beerma nmepexomuio B of, a
ef, Hallp. B yzen, Béces, ofnLACHAETCA aMa/iOTHeH.

Saxmatov's difficulty appears to stem from his interpretation of ortho-
graphic variants like xopobop, xopofep. Taken at face value, the texts
seem to show two reflexes, {xorobor-#} and {xorob'er-@} or {xorob'or-¢}.
Isadenko {1970, 75-76) noted that medieval Cyrillic orthography had no
traditional means of rendering the new phonemic sequences of paired
sharped consonant 4 o without doing violence to the spelling pattern.
Although the phonemic composition of 'honey' was /m'od/, there existed
no traditional way of indicating /o/ as such: neither mogs nor megn was
sufficient, since the former obscured the sharpness of the comscnant, and
the latter the flatness (rounding) of the vowel. Spellings like xopobop,
xopobep may simply reflect the scribe's dilemma in trying to render overt-
ly one or the other phonemic feature. Both vaeriants might represent a
single underlying string of phonemes, in this case /xorob'or/. It is also
poseible, however, that there was dialect variation in the interpretation of
the preceding consonant as sharped or nonsharped.® Nonetheless the tona-
lity of the consonant preceding the vowel + sonorant sequence remains to

be addressed.

Analogy was invoked by Sobolevekij (1907, 54) as well as Saxmatov to
explain the tonality of the vowel and preceding consonant in the sequences
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under study. Thus in the stem {tésn}, Sobolevskij posits the introduction
of » rather than © by analogy to the stem of an adjective like {béd-rn}
with an etymological front jer, apparently with a concomitant reintexpre-
tation of stem-final &0 as a suffix, thus {t&s-sn}. But it is not at all clear
what the analogical sources would be for the putative front jer in adjectival
stems like dialectal {dob'#r} and {xorob'fr}. Isadenko (1970, 79) assurmnes
the morphophonemic insertion of jers into atems ending in sonorant-final
clustera and provides the following distribution without further comment:

Inserted jer — {w} after velars or before {v}

—+ {n} otherwise

With the jer shift, labials and dentals became distinctively sharped
before the reflexes of front jer, and thus OR stems {bobr}, {vitr} >
{bobsr}, {vétrxr} > MiR {bob'#r}, {vit'#r}. Isadenko never discusses the
significance of the conditioning environments for the "inserted jers": after
velars or before v vs. elsewhere. This rather straightforward and consistent
distribution deserves closer scrutiny, edpecially in light of the proposal
above to view the initial stages of the development of sonorant clusters in
phonetic termas.

During the period of the jer shift, a major change in the distribution of
tonality was under way. The Rusian system, in which the distinctive grave/
nongrave tonality of vowels determined the subphonemic nonsharped/
sharped tonality of preceding noncompact consonants, was receding before
one with opposite determination, one in which distinctive consonantal
tonality determined subphonemic vowel tonality. Since the loss of weak
jers and the intensification of strong ones did not proceed at the same rate
in all environments, the perception of tonality determination was by no
means unambiguous. I is during this period of transition that syllabicity
assigned to sonorant clusters in ayllable-coda position could lead to seg-
mental and ultimately sequential diphthongization with different results,
crucially dependent on the nature of the sonorant and the consonant pre-
ceding it.

The sonorants themselves may be subdivided according to primary
tonality and secondary tanality as follows: '
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Primary tomality Secondary tonality

Low High Low High
/rerv/ /-grv/ /—shp/ /+shp/
[+f1t] [—f1t]

m v n 1 r (- c

Fig. 2. Distribution of conscnantal tonality.

During a period sensitive to consonantal and vocalic tonality it is
reagsonable to assume that with segmental diphthongization the wocalic
porfion of the sonorant diphthong would be colored by the tonality of the
base sonorant. But with the emerging status of sharping as a phonemic
feature for noncompact consonsnts during the jer shift, secondary high
tonality seems to have had an even greater impact on the coloring of the
vocalic portion than primary tonality. With four sonorant combinations
possible (/+shp, *grv/), we might expect a range of tonality for the
derived vocalic portion from low to high as follows:

Vocalic Phase Consonantal phase
LoWw 1. [a] [+flt,+grv] [m] [-shp,+grv]
T [v]
2. [3) [+flt,—grv] [n] [—shp,—grv]
[1]
fr]
3. [8] [-f1t,+grv] m'] {+shp,+grv]
1 [v']
HIGH 4. [3] [—f£1t,—grv] [n'] [+shp,—grv]
[1']
[r']

Fig. 3. Tonality range in vocalic portion of segmental sonorant diphtongs.
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Other things being equal, we might expect the vocalic portion of the
segmental diphthongs to bear the tonality range from low to high shown in
the chart above. The ordering is based on the valuation of the feature
[£flt] (flat), since the jer shift resulted in a reranking of flatness above
gravity in the Middle Russian vocalic system, the former assuming phone-
mic status and the latter becoming subphonemic. The top and bottom ends
of the scale represent maximum and minimum low tonality, respectively:
[+8t,+grv] and [-lt,-grv].

In the environment after labials (P) and dentals (T, the increasing
emergence of the vocalic portion of segmental sonorant diphthongs pre-
sented phonetic sequences capable of different analyses on the part of
speakers. In the period of the jer shift, both labials and dentals had
sharped and nonsharped variants distributed complementarily, the former
before nongrave vowels, the latter elsewhere. Although the evidence is
scarce, the low tonality inherent in the [+grv,+flt] vocalic portions of
contextually syllabic m, v favored the uliimate reinterpretation of the
sequence as nonsharped P or T 4 om or ov, respectively, The now obsolete
masc.sg. short form pesos representa such a reanalysis, as do the textual
citations of nouns with suffix {tv} given by Isafenko (1970, 86}, e.g. gen.pl
momuToRs (1284); derivatives Spurosmuxs 'barber!, Bpuropms 'barber-
shop' from Nordstet 1780. There are no native forms with P or T + non-
sharped m, but ¢f. Russian macMo/mracy and Ukrajnian macno/nacon.

- In the case of contextually syllabic n,l,r, the slightly fronted [-grv] and
rounded [+1ilt] vocalic portion of the segmental diphthong must have had
an effect on the preceding P or T, such that the final phase of their acous-
tic realization was adjusted to the following higher tonality (indicated by a
raised -}. In the case of a phonemic diphthongization, the higher tonality
of the vowel may be perceived as an onglide to a preceding high tonality
consonant, rather than a consonantal adjustment to the following vowel, In
such a case a resegmentation occurs, whereby the P or T is reanalyzed as
P' or T' and the flat vocalic porfign of the diphthong as o, thus OR
{bobr-1} > MiR {bobr-§} [béhor] > {boblor-§i} [bob'ér], and OR,
{vétr-} > MiR {vétr-#} [v'i€13r] > {vét'or-8} [v'iet'or). A bifurcating
analysis is possible here since the vocalic portion of the diphthong bears a
level of tonality intermediate between the extremes of low (from m,v) and
high (from C'), so that in the phonemic diphthongization, the vowel is
identified as o and the preceding P or T as nonsharped P or T. This
alternative analysis 1z comparatively rare on Russien ferritory, but
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posaible, of. Russ, dial. syson, serop vs. R ysen, serep and the doublets
cited by §axmatov noted above, &.g. xopoBop/xopobep.

The relatively high tonality of the vocalic portion of sharped syllabic
sonoranta (all [-flt]) must have occasioned an even higher level of readjust-
ment of the preceding P or T than described above, since phonemic
diphthongization regularly resulted in a reidentification of P,T as P'.T'
followed by e + C'. OR gen.pl. {kapl’-s} > MiR {kapl'-@} [kap 91'] >
{kep'el'-#} [kép'el'], and OR {osm-1} > MiR {8sm’-@} [Wibs o] >
{oa'em'-@} [Wsbs'em'), of. Russ. dial. pyBesrs, musens.

In the environment afier velar consonants (K), the vocalic portion of
the segmental diphthong was constrained as regards the implementation of
inherent high tonality, Velars in principle did not occur before nongrave
vowels,9 and therefore the established pattern of sharped and nonsharped
allophones determined by following context as in the case of P and T was
not firmly established. A relatively high tonality vocalic portion of the
segmental diphthong could not be interpreted as an onglide to a preceding
sharped velar, since sharped velars were not phonemic. Instead it is likely
that the vocalic portion was itaelf adjusted to [+flt,+grv] to conform to the
phonotactics of nonsharped velars. Phonemic diphthongization resulted in
the sequence K _+ o + sonorant, thus OR nomsg {vixr-»} > MiR
{v"ixc-9} [v‘ixar] > {vixor-g} [* lxor], and OR nom.sg. {ugf-s} > MiR
{ugr'-@} [6g?r'] > {ugor*-#} [agor'], cf. substandazd Ruse. urox, #rop.

The effect of sonorant tonality on the reflexes of the syllabic sonorants
that emerged with the jer shift is apparently valid for the Middle Russian
period only. Once the distinctive feature /4shp/ is firmly established in
the consonantal system of Russiar, it alone determines the quality of the
vocalic portion of segmental sonorant diphthongs. In colloquial Russian,
nonsharped sonorants imply {+grave] anaptyxis (symbolized here as [9])
and sharped sonorants [-grave] anaptyxis (symbolized here as [3], at least
after P and T. Thus the consonants before syllabic r in gobp, rearp are
pronounced as nonsharped: [déber ], [t. 1eat9r] cf. Russ. dial. mo6ép. The 2
before the syllabic manifestation of n' in ##aus is pronounced as sharped:
[zyz'aﬂ] of. Avanesov 1972, 373, n.31. Velars tend to be pronounced as
nonsharped, regardless of theqsharpl of the syllabic sonorant, e.g., 7urp,
BHXPb 8re pronounced [t" gar] [v‘ix-’*r'] But note the derlvatwe Kereab-
HuH from Kerau.

139


http://gen.pl

§. Conclugion. The purpose of the present study has been twofold: 1) to
show that the variety of Russian reflexes of consonant-sonorant clusters in
syllable-coda environments involves morphophonemic exploitation of origi-
nal phonetic variation (syilabic va. nonsyllabic realization) during and after
the jer shift, and 2) to suggest that the tonality (especially the secondary
tonality) of the syllabic sonorant played a crucial role in the analysis
underlying its phonemic diphthongization. In advancing this view, I depart
both from the traditional interpretation (one reflex is phonological, the
others are analogical), and its revisionist congener {the reflexes are solely
morphophonemic).

The analysis here has focuesed on a source of variation - binary choice
(syllabic vs. nonsyllabic) - that has provided the morphological system
with a vehicle for clarifying the form-function relationship. At the same
time, the discussion has documented another instance in the history of Eaat
Slavic in which morphology has interacted with and influenced the course
of phonetic and phonemic change.

Notes

Phonetic transcriptions are given in square brackets []; phonemic tran-
scriptions, in slashes // or in italics; morphologlcal tra.nscnptlons, in
braces { }; and orthographic representatxons, in Cyrillic. -

1 The source of the analogy in the ftraditional explanations may be
intraparadigmatic (e.g. singular forms Gepésa, 6epéasr} or interpara-
digmatic {e.g. singular va, plural, xend/xénsr).

2 Although the analysis here is restricted to consonant-scnorant clusters
in syllable-coda position, sonorant-consonant clusters found in forms
like B pra, mxa, sawas exhibit analogous phonetic development& and
are susceptible of a similar interpretation.

8 Meyer states that after the jer shifs, word-final clusters of velar + Ir,n
or s + k intercalated a phonetically regular reduced vowel [s] (laut-
gesetzlich ein [B] eingeschoben wird) from which the vowel o deve-
loped, while the reduced vowel [1], eventually to become e, was inter-
calated in the clusters dental [stop] + r,n,m; labial + I; and & + Im,n.
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Zaliznjak'e detailed study of the Novgorod birchbark letters provides
concrete evidence that the process in the northwestern dialects was

well under way by the middle of the 12th century and was largely
completed by the beginning of the 13th (1984, 45-51).

This analysie assumes the loss of gender distinctions in the plural
during the 12th-13th centuries. Apparently an analogous morphologi-
zation of {f#} from a derivational suffix was precluded, e.g. {1} in the
adjectival stem {krug-1}, thus xpyrs, kpyraa and not *xpyr, xpyraa.

Once the vowel [s] is assigned to a specific vowel phoneme, in this case
o, the appropriate contextual manifestation of that phoneme is intro-
duced by phonological rule. Depending on the dialect, the unstressed
midvowel ia subject to varying degrees of reduction, e.g. R [figsl].

Stems with vowel-zero alternations adjudged as normative in the past
have been subject to later proscription, replaced by stems without such
alternation. Dopoléev (1909, 238), for example, specifically proscribes
pbasns in favor of normative pbsoss, while Gorbadevié (1973, 386)
marks pe3s as normative and pesos as obsolete.

The scattered dialects that did not experience consistent results in the
general B > O change would require a different interpretation, but
only in the underlying vowel, not in the sharpnesa of the preceding
consonant.

The few exceptions are lexical (borrowings like esamresse, kurs) and
morphological (the levelling or original nonassibilation of stem-final
velars across morpheme boundaries from €, e.g. pyxd instead of ex-

pected pyub.
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